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[    iii  ] 


Lambeth  Water  (Tkansfer)  Bill  and  Southwark  a*;d  Vauxhall  Water 

(Transfer)  Bill. 


Ordered, — {^Friday,  22nd  February  1895]  : — That  the  Bill  be  read  a  Becond  time,  and  be 
committed  to  a  Select  Committee  of  Nine  Members,  Four  to  be  nominated  by  the  House,  and  Five 
by  the  Committee  of  Selection. 

That  subject  to  the  Rules,  Orders,  and  Proceedings  of  this  House,  all  Petitions 
against  the  said  Bill  be  referred  to  the  Cojcnmittee ;  and  such  of  the  Petitioners  as  pray 
to  be  heard  by  themselves,  their  Counsel,  Agents,  or  Witnesses,  be  heard  on  their  Petitions 
against  the  Bill,  if  they  think  fit,  and  Counsel  heard  in  support  of  the  sair]  Bill  against  such 
Petitions. 

That  the  Committee  have  power  to  send  for  Persons,  Papers,  and  Records. 
That  Seven  be  the  Quorum  of  the  Committee. 


Committee  nominated  of- 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Mr.  Muntz. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


Nominated  by  the  House. 
^Monday,  29th  April  1895.] 


Mr.  Billson. 

Sir  James  Kitson. 

Sir  H.  Staflford  Northcote. 

Mr.  David  Plunket. 

Mr.  C.  H.  Wilson  (Hull). 


Added  by  the  Committee  of  Selection. 
[  Tuesday,  30th  April  1895.] 


Mr.  Billson  is  discharged. 

Mr.  Holland  is  added  to  the  Committee. 


Committee  of  Selection. 
[3rd  May  1895.] 


Mr.  C.  H.  Wilson  is  discharged. 

Mr.  Ainsworth  is  added  to  the  Committee. 


Committee  of  Selection. 
[Uth  May  1895.] 


Mr.  Holland  is  discharged. 

Mr.  Furness  is  added  to  the  Committee. 


Mr.  Furness  is  discharged.  1^ 
Mr,  Briggs  Priestley  is  added  to  the  Committee./ 


Committee  of  Selection. 
[2l5^  May  1895.] 

Committee  of  Selection. 
[28lh  May  1895.] 


Ordered, — {Thursday,  1th  March  1895]  :— That  any  of  the  London  Water  Companies, 
presenting  a  Petition  against  the  liambeth  Water  (Transfer)  Bill  not  later  than  14th  March,' 
praying  to  be  heard  by  Counsel,  Agents,  and  Witnesses,  and  the  council  of  any  county  which 
includes  any  part  of  the  Metropolitan  water  area,  presenting  a  Petition  against  the  Bill  not  later 
than  21st  March,  praying  to  be  heard  by  Coimsel,  Agents,  and  Witnesses,  shall  be  entitled  to  be 
heard  on  such  Petition  before  the  Select  Committee  on  the  Bill. 


That  any  district  council  or  other  local  authority  for  any  district  Avholly  or  in  part 
within  the  Metropolitan  water  area,  the  London  Water  Companies  jointly,  and  any  other 
person  claiming  to  be  affected  by  the  Bill,  presenting  a  Petition  against  'the  Bill  not  later 
than  21st  March,  praying  to  be  heard  by  C/onnsel,  Agents,  and  Witnesses,  may  be  heard  on 
such  Petition  before  the  Select  Committee  on  the  Bill,  if  and  so  far  as  the  Committee  shall 
think  fit. 
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SOUTHWARK  AND  VaUXHALL  WaTER  (TrANSFEr)  BiLL, 

Ordered, — [^Friday,  22nd  February  1895]  : — That  the  Bill  be  read  a  second  time,  and  referred 
to  a  Select  Committee  to  consist  of  Nine  Members,  Four  to  be  nominated  by  the  House,  and 
Five  liy  the  Committee  of  )Selection. 

That,  subject  to  the  Rules,  Orders,  and  Proceedings  of  this  House,  all  Petitions 
against  the  said  Bill  be  referred  to  the  Committee  ;  and  such  of  the  Petitioners  as  pray  to 
be  heard  by  themselves,  their  Counsel,  Agents,  or  Witnesses,  be  heard  on  their  Petitions 
against  the  Bill,  if  they  think  fit,  and  Counsel  heard  in  support  of  the  said  Bill  against  such 
Petitions. 

That  the  Committee  have  power  to  send  for  Persons,  Papers,  and  Records, 

That  Seven  be  the  Quorum  of  the  Committee. 

Ordered, —  [^Thursday,  1th  March  1895]: — That  any  of  the  London  Water  Companies, 
presenting  a  Petition  against  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  (Transfer)  Bill  not  later  than 
14th  March,  praying  to  be  heard  by  Counsel,  Agents,  and  Witnesses,  and  the  council  of  any  county 
which  includes  any  part  of  the  Metropolitan  water  area,  presenting  a  Petition  against  the  Bill  not 
later  than  21st  March,  praying  to  be  heard  by  Counsel,  Agents,  and  Witnesses,  shall  be  entitled  to 
be  heard  on  such  Petition  before  the  Select  Committee  on  the  Bill. 

That  any  district  council  or  other  local  authority  for  any  district  wholly  or  in  part 
within  the  Metropolitan  water  area,  the  London  Water  Companies  jointly,  and  any  other 
person  claiming  to  be  affected  by  the  Bill,  presenting  a  Petition  against  the  Bill  not  later 
than  21st  March,  praying  to  be  heard  by  Counsel,  Agents,  and  Witnesses,  may  be  heard  on 
such  Petition  before  the  Select  Committee  on  the  Bill,  if  and  so  far  as  the  Committee  shall 
think  fit. 


Lambeth  Water  (Transfer)  Bill  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water 

(Transfer)  Bill. 

[Thtirsdiii/,  \6th  May  1895]  : — Order  (22nd  February)  that  Seven  be  the  Quorum  of  the  Select 
Committee  on  the  Lambeth  Water  (Transfer)  Bill  and  the  Southwark  and  Water  (Transfer)  Bill 
read,  and  discharged. 

Ordeied,  That  Five  be  the  Quorum  of  the  Committee. 

That  the  Report  from  the  Select  Committee  on  the  London  Water  Commission  Bill 
(1891)  and  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission  on  the  Water  Supply  of  the  Metropolis 
(1893)  be  referred  to  the  Select  Committee  on  the  Lambeth  W^ater  (Transfer)  Bill  and  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  (Transfer)  Bill. 


Chelsea  Water  Bill. 

Ordered, — [^Monday,  25th  February  1895]  : — That  the  Bill  be  read  a  second  lime,  and 
committed. 

Ordered, — [Monday,  29th  April  1895]  : — That  the  Bill  be  committed  to  the  Select  Committee 
on  the  Lambeth  Water  (Transfer)  Bill,  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  (Transfer)  Bill,  and 
the  Lambeth  Water  Bill. 

That,  subject  to  the  Rules,  Orders,  and  Proceedings  of  this  House,  all  Petitions 
against  the  said  Bill  be  referred  to  the  said  Committee,  and  that  such  of  the  Petitioners 
as  pray  to  be  heard  by  themselves,  their  Counsel,  Agents,  or  Witnesses,  be  heard  upon 
their  Petitions  against  the  Bill,  if  they  think  fit,  and  Counsel  heard  in  support  of  the 
said  Bill  against  such  Petitions. 


Lambeth  Water  Bill. 

Ordered, — [Tuesday,  26fh  February  1895]  :- -That  the  Bill  be  read  a  second  time,  and 
committed  to  the  Select  Committee  on  the  Lambeth  Water  (Transfer)  Bill. 


[  ^  ] 


R    E    P    0    E  T. 


THE  SELECT  COMMITTEE  on  the  Lambeth  Water  (Transfer)  and  the 

SouTHWARK  AND  Vauxhall  Water  (Transfer)  Bills  ;  Have  agreed  to  the 

following  REPORT  :— 

That  in  the  case  of  the  Lambeth  Water  (Transfer)  Bill,  the  Committee  were  of 
opinion  that  as  it  would  not  be  possible  to  conclude  the  case  before  the  rising  of  the 
House,  the  consideration  of  the  Bill,  which  had  been  partly  considered  by  them,  should 
not  be  farther  proceeded  with  during  the  present  Session. 

That  in  the  case  of  the  Soutliwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  (Transfer),  Lambeth  Water, 
and  Chelsea  Water  Bills,  the  Committee  were  of  opinion  that  the  consideration  of  the 
said  Bills  should  not  be  entered  upon  during  the  present  Session. 

4th  July  1895. 
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PROCEEDINGS  OF  SELECT  COMMITTEE 


PROCEEDINGS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE. 


Monday,  6th  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 


Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  David  Plunket. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


Mr.  Burnie. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  Holland. 


Mr.  David  Plunket  Avas  called  to  the  Chair. 

[Adjourned  tiU  Tuesday,  14th  May. 


Tuesday,  \Atli  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT : 


Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 

Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 
Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 


Mr.  Baldwin, 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL. 

Counsel  : — Mr.   Bulfour   Browne,  Q.C.,  Mr.   Worsley   Taylor,   q.c,    Mr.  Freeman, 
Mr.  Kemp,  and  Mr.  Thesiger. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Dyson  8f  Co. 

Petitions  against  the  Bill  read,  as  follows  : — 

1.  West  Kent  Main  Sewerage  Board. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  5;  Co. 

2.  Corporation  of  Croydon 

Counsel : — Reserved. 
Agents: — Messrs.  fVyatt  Sf  Co. 

3.  Vestry  o£  St.  George,  Hanover  Square. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Capron  §•  Co. 

4.  Conservators  of  the  River  Thames. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  :— Messrs.  Wyatt  ^  Co. 

5.  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Company. 

Counsel  : — Mr.  Pope,  Q.C,  Mr.  Bidder,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Baggallay. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Wyatt  §•  Co. 

6.  Wimbledon 
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6.  Wimbledon  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 
Agents: — Messrs.  Baker  dif  Co. 

* 

7.  Surrey  County  Council.  ^ 

Counsel : — Mr.  Coward. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Sherwood  8f  Co. 

8.  Middlesex  County  Council. 

Counsel : — Lord  R.  Cecil. 
Agents: — Messrs.  Sherwood^  Go. 

9.  "West  Middlesex  Waterworks  Company. 

Counsel: — Mr.  Pember,  Q.C..  Mr.  Cripps,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Richards. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Sherivood  Sf  Co. 

10.  East  London  Waterworks  Company. 

Counsel : — Mr.  Pember,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Cripps,  Q.C. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Bircham  &,  Co. 

11.  Grand  Junction  Waterworks  Company. 
Counsel: — Mr.  Pember,  Q.c.  and  Mr.  Cripps,  Q.c. 
Agents  :  — Messrs.  Bircham  8^  Co. 

12.  Corporation  of  London. 
Counsel : — Reserved. 
Agent : — Mr.  Goldney. 

13.  Kent  County  Council. 

Counsel : — Mr.  Pember,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 
Agents: — Messrs.  Baker  8f  Co. 

14.  Lambeth  Water  Company,  Proprietors  and  Debenture  Holders. 

Coimsel : — Mr.  Pember,  Q.c,  Mr,  Cripps,  Q.C,  Mr.  H.  A.  Rigg,  and  Mr,  Richards, 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere. 

15.  Corporation  of  Kingston-upon-Thames. 
Counsel  : — Reserved, 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere. 

16.  Kent  Waterworks  Company. 

Counsel : — Mr,  Littler,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Coward. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Martin  and  Leslie. 

17.  Croydon  Rm-al  District  Council. 
Counsel : — Reserved. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  Sf  Co. 

18.  Beckenham  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel  : — Mr.  Pember,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Bell  (5f  Co. 
384.  c  19.  Essex 
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19.  Essex  County  Council. 
Counsel  : — Mr.  C.  H.  Richards. 
Agents  : — Messrs,  Sherwood  6^  Co.  . 

20.  New  River  Company. 

Counsel  : — Mr.  Po})e,  q.c,  Mr.  Bidder,  Q.C,  Mr.  Littler,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Baggallay. 
Agents: — Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere. 

21.  Chelsea  Waterworks  Company. 

Counsel  : — Sir  W.  Marriott,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Baggallay. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere. 

22.  Vestry  of  St.  Marylebone. 
Counsel  : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Shcrvmid  §•  Co. 

23.  Wandsworth  District  Board  of  Works. 
Counsel  : — Mr.  J.  D.  Fitzgerald. 
Agents  : — IVlessrs.  Young  and  Son. 

24.  Woodford  Urba|i  District  Council. 
Counsel  : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  R.  Martin  &;  Co, 

25.  Erith  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  : — ^Reserved. 
Agents  :  — Messrs.  Baher  Sf  Co. 

26.  Barking  Urban  District  Council, 
Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  Sf  Co. 

27.  Bromley  Rural  District  Council. 
Counsel  : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  if  Co. 

28.  East  Ham  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents: — Messrs.  Baker  Sf  Co. 

29.  Sevenoaks  Rural  District  Council. 
Coimsel :  Reserved. 

Agents : — Messrs.  Baker  ^  Co. 

30.  Dartford  Rural  District  Council. 
Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  <Sf  Co. 


31.  Wanstead  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  : — Reserved. 
Agents  :— Messrs.  Baker  6(  Co. 


32,  Corporation 
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32.  Corporation  of  West  Ham. 
Counsel  :— Mr.  Morton. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Hilleary  ^-  Co. 

33.  Hornsey  Urban  District  Council.  ^ 
Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Tathatn  Co. 

34.  Acton  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Batten  ^  Co. 

35.  Waltham  Holy  Cross  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  :— Mr.  J.  W.  Batten. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Rohhins  §•  Co. 

36.  Walthamstow  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  Sf  Co. 

37.  Hertfordshire  County  Council. 
Counsel  : — Lord  Robert  Cecil. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  8f  Co. 

38.  Buckhurst  Hill  District  Council. 

39.  Maple  &  Co.  ;  Shoolbred  &  Co. 

40.  Junior  Constitutional  Club. 

41.  Merton  Parisb  Council. 

No  parties  appeared  in  support  of  the  above  Petitions. 


SOUTHWARK  AND  VAUXHALL  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL. 

Counsel : — Mr.  Balfour  Bronme,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Worsleij  Taylor,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Freeman,  Mr. 
Kemp,  and  Mr.  Thc^Ujer. 

Agents: — Messrs.  Dyson  &c  Co. 

Petitions  against  the  Bill  read  as  follows  : — 

1.  Vestry  of  St.  George's,  Hanover-square. 

Counsel  : — 'Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Capron  6i  Co. 

2.  Conservators  of  River  Thames. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Wyatt  Sf  Co. 

3.  Wimbledon  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  Co. 
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4.  Surrey  County  Council. 

Counsel : — Mr.  Coward. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Sherwood  §•  Co. 

5.  Middlesex  County  Council. 

Counsel  : — Lord  Robert  Cecil. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Sherwood  Co. 

6.  West  Middlesex  Waterworks  Company. 

Counsel : — Mr.  Pemher.  Q.C.,  Mr.  Cripps,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Richards. 
Agents : — Messrs.  Shervwod  Sf  Co. 

7.  East  London  Waterworks  Company. 

Counsel: — Mr.  Pemher,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Cripps,  Q.C. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Bircham  Sf  Co. 

8.  Grand  Junction  Waterworks' Company. 

Counsel  : — Mr.  Pemher,  q.c,  and  Mr.  Cripps,  Q.c. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Bircham  §■  Co. 

9.  Corporation  of  London. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Goldney  Co. 

10.  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Waterworks  Company  and  Debenture  holders. 

Counsel: — Mr.  Pope,  Q.c,  Mr.  Bidder,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Baggallay. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Wyatt  Sf  Co. 

11.  Hornsey  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

/ 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Tatham  8f  Co. 

12.  Acton  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel :  —Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Batten  Sf  Co. 

is.  Waltham  Holy  Cross  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  : — Mr.  J.  W.  Batten. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Bobbins,  Billing  Sf  Co, 

14.  Walthamstow  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 
Agents: — Messrs.  Baker  8^  Co. 

15.  Hertfordshire  County  Council. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents : — Messrs.  Baker  8f  Co. 

16.  Officers  and  Servants  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Waterworks  Company. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents : — Messrs.  Wyatt  8^  Co. 

17.  Lambeth 
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17.  Lambeth  Waterworks  Company  and  Debenture  Holders. 

Counsel : — Eeserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere. 

18.  Corporation  of  Richmond,  Surrey. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Ball     Co.  , 

19.  Kent  Waterworks  Company. 

Counsel : — Mr.  Littler,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Coward. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Martin  and  Leslie. 

20.  Essex  County  Council. 

Counsel : — Mr.  C.  H.  Richards. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Sherwood  Co. 

21.  Kew  River  Company. 

Counsel: — Mr.  Pope,  Q.C,  Mr.  Bidder,  Q.c,  Mr.  Littler,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Baggallay. 
Agent :— Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere. 

22.  Chelsea  Waterworks  Company. 

Counsel : — Sir  W.  Marriott,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Baggallay. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere. 

23.  Vestry  of  St.  Marylebone. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Sherwood  8f  Co. 

24.  Wandsworth  District  Board  of  Works. 

Counsel : — Mr.  /.  D.  Fitzgerald. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Young  and  Son. 

25.  Woodford  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel  : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  R.  Martin  ^  Co. 

26.  Dartford  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 
Agents; — Messrs.  Baker  8;  Co. 

27.  Erith  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  §•  Co. 

28.  Bromley  Rural  District  Coimcil. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents : — Messrs.  Baker     Co.  . 

29.  Wanstead  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  8f  Co. 
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30.  East  Ham  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel : — Reserved. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  Sf  Co. 

.31.  Sevenoaks  Rural  District  Council. 
Counsel : — Reserved. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  ^  Co, 

« 

32.  Kent  County  Council. 

Counsel : — Mr.  Pemher,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Clarke  JViUiams. 
Agents: — Messrs.  Baker  Co. 

33.  Barking  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel  : — Reserved. 

Agents  :—  Messrs.  Baker  ^  Co. 

34.  Corporation  of  West  Ham. 

Counsel  : — Reserved.  ' 

Agents  :—  Messrs.  HiUeari/i>  ^  Co. 

35.  Barnes  Urban  District  Council. 

36.  Buckhurst  Hill  Urban  District  Council. 

No  parties  appeared  in  support  of  the  above  Petitions. 


LAMBETH  WATER  BILL. 

Counsel : — Mr.  Pember,  q.c,  Mr.  Cripps,  Q.c,  Mr.  H.  A.  Rigg,  and  Mr.  Rickards. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere. 

Petitions  against  the  Bill  read  as  follows  : — 

1.  Corporation  of  Croydon  : — 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  JVyatt  §•  Co. 

2.  Conservators  of  River  Thames. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  JVyatt  !f  Co. 

3.  Corporation  of  London. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Goldney  8f  Co. 

4.  Surbiton  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel : — Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Baggallay. 
Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  &(;  Co. 

5.  London  County  Council. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Cripps  Sc  Co. 

6.  Lambeth  Vestry. 

No  parties  appeared  in  support  of  the  above  Petition. 


ON  LONDON  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILLS. 


xiii 


CHELSEA  WATER  BILL. 

Counsel : — Mr.  Pemher,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Richards. 
Agents :  — Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere. 

Petitions  against  the  Bill  read  as  follows^ : 

1.  Conservators  of  River  Thames. 

Counsel: — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Wyatt  tf  Co. 

2.  Corporation  of  London. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents: — Messrs.  Goldney  ^  Co. 

3.  Surbiton  Urban  District  Council. 

Counsel : — Reserved. 

Agents  : — Messrs.  Baker  §•  Co. 

4.  London  County  Council. 

Counsel: — Reserved. 

Agents : — Messrs.  Cripps  ^  Co. 

5.  London  and  South  Western  Railway  Company. 

No  parties  appeared  in  support  of  the  above  Petition. 

Room  cleared. 
Committee  deliberated. 
Parties  called  in. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL. 
Preamble  read  the  first  time. 

Mr.  Balfour  Brovme,  Q.c,  was  heard  in  support  of  the  Preamble  of  the  Bill. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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PBOCEEDINGS  OF    SELECT  COMMITTEE 


Wednesday,  \5th  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Holland. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


Sir  Stafford  Northcote. 

Mr.  Ainsworth. 

Mr.  Bimiie. 

Sir  James  Kitson. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BlLh— continued. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  Q.C.,  was  further  heard  in  support  of  the  Preamble  of  the  Bill. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Thursday,  16th  May  1895. 

MEMBERS  PRESENT : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 

Sir  Stafford  Northcote.  Mr.  Holland. 

Sir  James  Kitson.  Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 

Mr.  Muntz.  Mr.  Ainsworth. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Burnie. 

LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  Blluh-^continued. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  Q.O.,  was  further  heard  in  support  of  the  Preamble  of  the  Bill. 
Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  sworn  and  examined. 

[Adjovirned  till  To-morrow,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Friday,  17 th  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT  : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Sir  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


Mr.  Ainsworth. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BIIjI^— continued. 


Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  further  examined. 


[Adjourned  till  Tuesday  next,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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Tuesday,  2\st  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT  : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 

Mr.  Ainsworth. 

Mr.  Muntz. 


Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Burnie. 

Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 

Mr.  Holland. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BIJjIj— continued. 
Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  further  examined. 


[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Wednesday,  22nd  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT  : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Muntz. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 


Mr.  Ainsworth. 

Mr.  Philip  Stanho])e. 

Mr.  Burnie. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BlLJj— continued. 
Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  further  examined. 


[Adjourned  till  Friday  next,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Friday,  24th  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 

Mr.  Baldwin. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 


Mr.  Ainsworth. 

Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 

Mr.  Mimtz. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  Blhh—coiitijiued. 
Mr.  Henry  Cripps,  sworn  and  examined. 

[Adjourned  till  Tuesday  next,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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PEOCEBDINGS  OF  SELECT  COMMITTEE 


Tuesday,  2Sth  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 

Sir  James  Kitson. 

Sir  Christopher  Furness. 


Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Burnie. 

Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


LAMBETH  WATEE  (TE  AN  SEER)  BILL— con^mwerf. 
Mr.  Henry  Cripps,  further  examined. 


[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Wednesday,  29th  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT  : 


Mr.  David  Pltjnket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 


Mr.  Priestley. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 

Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TEANSFEE)  BILL— continued. 

Mr.  Henry  Cripps,  further  examined. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  Half-past  Twelve  o'clock. 


Thursday,  30th  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT  : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 


Mr.  Priestley. 

Mr.  Burnie. 

Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


LAMBETH  WATEE  (TEANSFEE)  BILL— continued. 
Mr.  Henry  Cripps,  further  examined. 

Mr.  Alexander  Binnie,  sworn,  and  examined.  "> 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  Half-past  Eleven  o'clock. 
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Friday,  dUt  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 


Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson.  I  Mr.  Burnie. 


Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Priestley. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL— continued. 
Mr.  Fletcher  Moulton,  a  Member  of  the  House,  sworn,  and  examined. 
Room  cleared. — The  Committee  deliberated. 

The  Committee  decided  to  hear  Counsel  for  the  Promoters  of  the  Bill  on  Clause  6.  [Con- 
sideration to  be  paid.    Matters  affecting  determination  of  value  of  the  undertaking]. 

Parties  called  in,  and  informed  thereof. 

[Adjourned  till  Wednesday,  12th  June,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Wednesday,  \2th  June  1895. 


members  present: 


Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 
Mr.  Muntz. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  JSorthcote. 


Mr.  Priestley. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  "RIIjJ^— continued. 
Mr.  Henry  Cripps,  further  examined. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  Q.C.,  was  heard  in  support  of  Clause  6. 
Room  cleared. — The  Committee  deliberated. 

The  Committee  decided  that,  if  the  Bill  should  become  law,  the  provisions  of  Clause  6, 
subsequent  to  line  31  of  the  Clause,  would  not  be  needed  in  order  to  enable  the  arbitrators  to  take 
evidence  upon,  and  have  regard  to,  any  or  all  the  matters  therein  referred  to,  if  in  their  discretion 
they  should  think  fit  to  do  so. 

Parties  called  in,  and  informed  thereof. 

[Adjourned  till  Friday  next,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Friday,  1 4  th  June  1895. 


MEMBER^;  PRESENT 


Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


Mr.  Priestley. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 

Mr.  Burnie. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL— cflnimwcrf. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  Q.C.,  was  heard  regarding  the  decision  of  the  Committee  of  the  12th 
instant. 

Mr.  Pope,  Q.C.,  on  behalf  of  the  Petition  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Company, 
applied  for  a  further  adjournment. 
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Mr.  Littler,  Q.C.,  on  behalf  of  the  Kent  Water  Company,  supported  the  application. 

Mr.  Pemher,  Q.C.,  on  behalf  of  the  Lambeth  Water  Company,  also  supported  the  application. 

Mr.  Balfour  Brmone,  Q.O.,  was  heard  to  agree  to  an  adjournment. 

Room  cleared'. — The  Committee  deliberated. 

The  Committee  decided  to  grant  the  application  for  an  adjournment. 
Parties  called  in,  and  informed  thereof. 

[Adjourned  till  Tuesday  next,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Tuesday^  ]  8th  June  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT  : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 
Mr.  Burnie. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 


Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Muntz. 
Mr.  Priestley. 
Mr.  Ainsworth. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BII.lj—co7itmued. 

Mr.  Pemher,  Q.C.,  was  heard  on  behalf  of  the  Petition  of  the  Kent  County  Council. 
Sir  John  Lubbock,  Bart.,  a  Member  of  the  House,  sworn  and  examined. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Wednesday,  \9th  June  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Mr.  Priestley. 


Mr.  Ainsworth. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 

Mr.  MLintz. 

Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BUAj— continued. 
Sir  John  Lubbock,  Bart.,  M.p,,  further  examined. 

Sir  John  Lennard,  Dr.  R.  Randell,  Mr.  George  Chatterton,  and  Mr.  Walter  Whittingham, 
sworn  and  examined. 


Mr.  H,  C.  Richards  was  heard  on  behalf  of  the  Petition  of  the  County  Council  of  El^sex. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil  was  heard  on  behalf  of  the  Petitions  of  the  County  Council  of  Middlesex 
and  the  County  Council  of  Hertford. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  a  Quarter-past  Twelve  o'clock. 
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Thursday,  20th  June  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Muntz. 
Mr.  A  ins  worth. 


Mr.  Priestley. 

Mr.  Burnie. 

Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  Blhl,-- continued. 
Mr.  Richard  Beachcroft,  sworn,  and  examined. 

Mr,  Pope,  Q.C.,  was  heard  to  apply  for  an  adjournment  until  after  the  next  meeting  of  the 
London  County  Council,  and  its  adoption  of  a  new  Clause  to  be  proposed  in  the  place  of  Clause  6. 

Mr.  Littler,  Q.C.,  supported  the  application. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broivnc,  Q.c,  was  heard  to  oppose  the  application. 

Room  cleared. — The  Committee  deliberated. 

The  Committee  decided  to  proceed  with  the  cases  of  the  outlying  authorities,  but  to  request 
the  Promoters  of  the  Bill  to  prepare  a  new  Clause  in  the  place  of  Clause  6,  before  the  meeting  of 
the  Committee  on  Tuesday,  25th  instant. 

Parties  called  in,  and  informed  thereof. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Friday,  2\st  June  1895. 


members  present : 
Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr,  Burnie. 
Mr.  Ains worth. 


Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL— continued. 
Mr.  James  Bigwood,  a  Member  of  the  House,  sworn,  and' examined. 

Mr.  Thomas  Fenwick,  Mr.  Walter  Austin,  IMr.  George  Euchus,  Mr.  Edwin  Lovegrovc,  Mr. 
Daniel  Ehhitts,  Sir  John  Evans,  and  Mr.  Jolm  Hopkinson,  sworn,  and  examined. 

M;r.  George  Hudson,  a  Member  of  the  House,  sworn,  and  examined. 

Mr.  Coioard  applied  to  be  heard  on  behalf  of  the  Petition  of  the  Surrey  County  Council. 
Lord  Robert  Cecil  opposed  the  application. 

Mr.  Pemher,  Q.c,  and  Mr.  Bidder,  Q.C,  also  opposed  the  application. 

[Adjourned  till  Tuesday  next,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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Tuesday^  25th  June  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT  : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Muntz. 
Mr.  Ainsworth. 


Mr.  Burnie. 

Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 

Mr.  Priestley. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  miAu—continueil 
Application  of  Mr.  Coward  granted. 

Mr.  Coward  was  heard  accordingly  on  behalf  of  the  Petition  of  the  Surrey  County  Council. 
Mr.  Edward  Halsey,  sworn,  and  examined. 

Mr.  Batten  was  heard  on  behalf  of  the  Petition  of  the  Waltham  Holy  Cross  Urban  District 
Council. 

Dr.  James  Priest  and  Mr.  William  Beck,  sworn,  and  examined. 

Mr.  Morten  was  heard  on  behalf  of  the  Petition  of  the  Corporation  of  West  Ham. 

Mr.  Balfour  Brorviie,  Q.C.,  handed  in  a  new  Clause  in  the  place  of  Clause  6,  to  carry  out  the 
decision  of  the  Committee  of  the  20th  instant. 

Mr.  Pope  was  heard  to  apply  for  an  intimation  from,  the  Committee  as  to  whether  the  new 
Clause  carried  out  the  decision  of  the  Committee  of  the  20th  instant. 

Mr.  Bidder  was  heard  to  support  the  application. 

Room  cleared. — The  Committee  deliberated. 

The  Committee  decided  that  speaking  generally,  with  specified  exceptions,  the  new  Clause  gave 
effect  to  their  decision. 

The  Committee  also  decided  not  to  postpone  the  Preamble. 

Parties  called  in,  and  informed  thereof. 

Mr.  Pember,  Q.c,  was  heard  on  behalf  of  the  Petitions  of  the  Lambeth  Water  Company,  the 
East  London  Water  Company,  the  Grand  Junction  Water  Company,  and  the  West  Middlesex 
Company. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Wednesday,  26th  June  1895. 


MEMBERS  present : 

Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Ainsworth. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 

Mr.  Burnie. 

Mr,  Priestley. 

Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BlLh— continued. 

Mr.  P ember,  Q.c,  further  heard  on  behalf  of  the  Petitions  of  the  Lambeth,  East  London,  West 
Middlesex,  and  Grand  Jimction  Water  Companies. 

Mr.  Littler,  Q.C,  was  heard  on  behalf  of  the  Petition  of  the  Kent  Waterworks  Company. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  a  Quarter-past  Twelve  o'clock. 
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Thursday^  27th  June  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT  : 


Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson.  Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Priestley. 

Mr.  Ainsworth.  Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 

Mr.  Burnie.  Mr.  Muntz. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILh— continued. 

Mr.  Littler,  Q.C.,  was  further  heard  on  behalf  of  the  Petition  of  the  Kent  Waterworks 
Company. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  Q.C.,  was  heard  with  respect  to  the  new  Clause  in  the  place  of  Clause  6. 
Room  cleared. — The  Committee  deliberated. 

[Adjourned  till  Wednesday  next,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Wednesday,  3rd  July  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 


Mr.  David  Plunket  in  the  Chair. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Burnie. 


Mr.  Baldwin. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 


LAMB^.TH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  miAj— continued. 


The  Committee  agreed  to  the  following  Report  : — "  That  in  the  case  of  the  Lambeth  Water 
(Transfer)  Bill,  the  CJommittee  were  of  opinion  that  as  it  would  not  be  possible  to  conclude  the  case 
before  the  rising  of  the  House,  the  consideration  of  the  Bill,  which  had  been  partly  considered  by 
them,  should  not  be  further  proceeded  with  during  the  present  Session." 

"  That  in  the  case  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  (Transfer),  Lambeth  Water,  and 
Chelsea  Water  Bills,  the  Committee  were  of  opinion  that  the  consideration  of  the  said  Bills  should 
not  be  entered  upon  during  the  present  Session." 


Ordered,  To  Report. 
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LIST  OF  WITNESSES. 


PAGE 

Thursday,  \6th  May  1895. 
Mr.  Charles  Harrison    -       -       -       -  6 

Friday,  17 th  May  1895. 
Mr.  Charles  Harrison    -       -       -       -  .  13 

Tuesday,  2\st  May  1895. 
Mr.  Charles  Harrison    -       -       -       -  39 

Wednesday,  22nd  May  1895. 
Mr.  Charles  Harrison    -       -       -       -  61 

Friday,  24 th  May  -1895. 
Mr.  Henry  Lawrence  Cripps         -       -  85 

Tuesday,  28ih  May  1895. 
Mr.  Henry  Lawrence  Cripps         -       -  112 

Wednesday,  29th  May  1895. 
Mr.  Henry  Lawrence  Cripps         -       -  139 

Thursday,  30th  May  1895. 
Mr.  Henry  Lawrence  Cripps         -       -  164 
Mr.  Alexander  Richardson  Binnie  -       -  182 

Friday,  dlst  May  1895. 
Mr.  John  Fletcher  Moulton,  Q.C,  m.p.  -  188 


PAGE 


Wednesday,  12th  June  1895. 

Mr.  Henry  Lawrence  Cripps         -  -  208 

Tuesday,  I8th  June  1895. 

Sir  John  Lubbock,  Bart.,  m.p.       -  -  221 

Wednesday,  \9th  June  1895. 

Sir  John  Lubbock,  Bart.,  m.p.  -  239 

Sir  John  Farnaby  Lennard,  Bart.  -  -  242 

Dr.  Reginald  Maurice  Henry  Randell  -  246 

Mr.  George  Chatterton         -       ^  -  248 

Mr.  Walter  Baston  Whittingham  -  -  251 

Thursday,  2i)th  June  1895. 

Mr.  Richard  Melvill  Beachcroft     -  -  255 

Friday,  21st  June  1895. 

Mr.  James  Bigwood,  m.p.      -       -  -  271 

Mr.  Thomas  Fenwick    -       -       -  -  276 

Mr.  Walter  George  Austin    -       -  -  279 

Mr.  George  Eedes  Eachus     -       -  -  280 

Mr.  Edwin  James  Lovegrove        -  -  282 

Mr.  Daniel  John  Ebbitts       -       -  -  282 

Sir  John  Evans   283 

Mr.  John  Hopkinson     -       _       _  _  286 

Mr.  G.  B.  Hudson,  m.p.        -       -  -  290 

Tuesday,  25th  June  1895. 

Mr.  Edward  Joseph  Halsey   -       -  -  295 

Dr.  James  Danver  Priest      -       -  _  297 

Mr.  William  Beck         -       -       -  -  298 
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MINUTES    OF  EVIDENCE 


Tuesday,  \Ath  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT 


Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Mr.  Holland. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 


Mr.  Muntz. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  David  Plunket. 
Mr.  iPhilip  Stanhope. 


The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET,  in  the  Chair. 


LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL. 
The  Petition  for  the  Bill  was  read. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Worsley  Taylor,  Q.c,  Mr.  Freeman,  Mr.  Kemp,  and  the  Hon. 
F.  Thesiger,  appeared  as  Counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Promoters  of  the  Bill, 

Messrs.  Dyson  and  Company  appeared  aa  Agents. 

The  following  Petitions  against  the  Bill  were  read  : — 
The  Petition  of  the  West  Kent  Main  Sewerage  Board. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Baker  and  Company  appeai'ed  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Corporation  of  Croydon. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Vestry  of  St.  George,  Hanover-square. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  C aprons  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Conservators  of  the  River  Thames. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Company. 

Mr.  Pope,  Q.c,  Mr.  Bidder,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Claude  Baggallay,  appeared  as  Counsel  iu 
support  of  this  Petition. 

Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Wimbledon  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs,  Baker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Surrey  County  Council. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support  of  this  Petition. 

Messrs.  Sherwood  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 
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The  Petition  of  the  Middlesex  County  Council. 
Lord  Robert  Cecil  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support  of  this  Petition. 
Messrs.  Sherwood  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  West  Middlesex  Waterworks  Company. 

Mr.  Pemher,  Q.c,  Mr.  Cripps,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Richards  appeared  as  Cousnel  in  support 
of  this  Petition. 

Messrs.  Sherwood  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  East  London  Waterworks  Company. 

Mr.  Pevd)er,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cripps,  Q.c,  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support  of  this  Petition. 
Messrs.  Rircham  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Grand  Junction  Waterworks  Company. 

Mr.  Pemher,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Cripps,  Q.C,  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support  of  this  Petition. 
Messrs.  Rircham  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Corporation  of  London. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Mr.  G.  Prior  Goldney  appeared  as  Agent. 

The  Petition  of  the  Administrative  County  of  Kent  County  Council. 

Mr.  Pemher,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Clarke  Williams  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support  of  this 
Petition. 

Messrs.  Raker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Company  of  Proprietors  of  Lambeth  Waterworks  and 
DIVERS  Holders  of  Debenture  Stock  of  the  Company. 

Mr.  Pemher,  Q.C,  Mr.  Cripps,  Q.C,  Mr.  Rigg  and  Mr.  Richards  appeared  as  Counsel  in 
support  of  this  Petition. 

Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Corporation  of  Kingston-upon-Thames. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Mr.  E.  V.  Frere  appeared  as  Agent. 

The  Petition  of  the  Kent  Waterworks  Company. 

Mr.  Littler,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Lewis  Coward  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support  of  this  Petition. 
Messrs.  Martin  and  Leslie  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Croydon  Rural  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Raker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Beckenham  Urban  District  Council. 

Mr.  Pemher,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Clarke  Williams  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support  of  this 
Petition. 

Messrs.  fF.  and  W.  M.  Rell  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Essex  County  Council. 

Mr.  C.  H.  Richards  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support  of  this  Petition. 
Messrs.  Sherwood  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents.  ^ 
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The  Petition  of  the  New  Eiver  Compant. 

Mr.  Pnpe,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Bidder,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Littler,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Claude  Baggallay  appeared 
as  Counsel  in  support  of  this  Petition. 

Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Governor  and  Company  or  Chelsea  Waterworks. 

Sir  William  Marriott,  Q.C ,  and  Mr.  Claude  Baggallay  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support 
of  this  Petition. 

Messrs.  Rees  and  Frere  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Vestry  of  St.  Marylebone. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Sherwood  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Wandsworth.  District  Board  of  Works. 
Mr.  J.  D.  FitzGerald  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support  of  this  Petitijn. 
Messrs.  W.  W.  Young  and  Son  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Woodford  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Martin  and  Leslie  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Buckhurst  Hill  Urban  District  Council. 
No  Counsel  appeared  in  support  of  this  Petition. 
Mr.  Thomas  J.  Tee  appeared  as  Agent. 

The  Petition  of  Messrs.  Maple  and  Company  and  Messrs.  James  Shoolbred 
and  Company. 

No  Counsel  appeared  in  support  of  this  Petition. 

Messrs.  Peake,  Bird,  Collins,  and  Peake,  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Erith  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Baker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Barking  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Baker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Bromley  Rural  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs,  Baker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  East  Ham  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Baker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Sevenoaks  Rural  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs,  Baker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 
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The  Petition  of  the  Dartford  Rural  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Baker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Wanstead  Urban  District  Council 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Baker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Corporation  of  West  Ham. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Hillearys  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Hornsey  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Mr.  Leonard  J.  Tatliam  appeared  as  Agent. 

The  Petition  of  the  Junior  Constitutional  Club. 
No  Counsel  appeared  in  support  of  this  Petition. 
Messrs.  Rose  and  Johnson  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Merton  Parish  Council. 
No  Counsel  appeared  in  support  of  this  Petition. 
Messrs.  V/ebbers  and  Duncan  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Acton  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Batten  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Ilford  Urban  District  Council. 
No  Counsel  appeared  in  support  of  this  Petition. 
Messrs.  Sherwood  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Waltham  Holy  Cross  Urban  District  Council. 
Mr.  J.  W.  Batten  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support  of  this  Petition. 
Messrs.  Bobbins,  Billing  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Walthamstow  Urban  District  Council. 
Counsel  reserved. 

Messrs.  Baker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

The  Petition  of  the  Hertfordshire  County  Council. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil  appeared  as  Counsel  in  support  of  this  Petition. 
Messrs.  Baker  and  Company  appeared  as  Agents. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broione  was  heard  to  open  the  case  on  behalf  of  the  Promoters  of  the  Bill. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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Wednesday,  1 5th  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT  : 


Mr.  Ainsworth.  Mr.  Muntz. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 

Mr.  Burnie.  Mr.  David  Plunket. 

Mr.  Holland.  Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 


The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET,  in  the, Chair. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne  was  heard  to  resume  the  opening  of  the  case  on  behalf  of  the 
Promoters  of  the  Bill. 


[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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MEMBERS  PRESENT 


Mr.  Ainsworth. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Mr.  Holland. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 


Mr.  Muntz. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  David  Plunket. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne  was  heard  to  resume  and  conclude  the  opening  of  the  case  on  behalf  of 
the  Promoters  of  the  Bill. 


Mr.  CHARLES  HARRISOH,- 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1.  You  are  a  member  of  the  London  County 
Council,  and  you  have  been  so,  I  think,  since  the 
formation  of  the  Council  in  the  year  1888  ? — 
Yes. 

2.  From  the  year  1888  down  to  March  1895 
were  you  chairman  of  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee ? — Yes, 

3.  I  think  you  were  also  vice-chairman  of  the 
Council  from  1892  down  to  March  1895  ?— Yes. 

4.  And  you  were  also  a  member  of  the  Water 
Committee  during  the  same  period  ? — Yes,  I 
succeeded  Lord  Farrer  as  the  vice-chairman. 

5.  Are  you  now  vice-chairman  of  the  Parlia- 
mentary Committee,  and  are  you  also  chairman  of 
the  sub-committee  of  that  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee which  has  had  the  conduct  of  these  Bills 
specially  referred  to  it  ? — Yes. 

6.  I  may  take  it,  I  suppose,  that  in  all  those 
capacities  you  have  had  to  give  very  consider- 
able personal  attention  to  the  subject  of  the 
water  question  ? — Yes. 

7.  To  get  clear  the  line  of  evidence,  of  course 
the  Council  have  instructed  their  professional 
advisers,  that  is  to  say,  their  engineer,  their 
chemist,  and  their  other  advisers,  to  report  from 
time  to  time  upon  the  various  aspects  of  the 
question  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

8.  And,  of  course,  on  those  special  technical 
points  the  evidence  will  be  given  by  those  expert 
officers,  and  you  will  only  refer  generally  to 
results? — Quite  so. 

9.  You  will  not  pledge  yourself  to  the  details, 
of  course  ? — No. 

10.  I  think  you  mentioned  that  you  succeeded 
Lord  Farrer  as  chairman  of  the  Water  Com- 
mittee ? — No;  as  vice-chairman  of  the  Council. 

11.  I  want  to  take  you  very  shortly,  to  get  it 
once  for  all  on  the  notes,  through  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  Council  in  relation  to  this  water 
question.  I  think  the  first  meeting  of  the  Coim- 
cil  was  on  the  31st  January  1889,  was  it  not? 
— Yes  ;  the  Provisional  Council. 

12.  And  almost  immediately,  I  think,  the 
water  question  came  up,  did  it  not? — Yes,  im- 
mediately. 


worn  ;  and- Examined  as  follows  : 

Mr.  Freeman — continued. 

13.  I  believed  it  was  even  alluded  to  in  the 
first  speech  of  Lord  Rosebery  as  chairman  in 
opening  the  proceedings  of  the  Council,  was  it 
not  ? — That  was  so,  on  the  21st  March. 

14.  In  which  I  see  his  Lordship  made  the 
somewhat  ominous  remark  that  "water  is  one  of 
those  points  which  has  wrecked  a  powerful 
Government  before  now,  and  may  wreck  Govern- 
ments again  "  ? — Yes. 

15.  I  think  from  the  first  the  Council  were 
fully  alive  both  to  the  difficulty  and  complexity 
of  the  subject? — Yes,  they  certainly  were. 

16.  And  on  the  2nd  April  1889  did  the  Coun- 
cil constitute  a  special  Committee  on  the  London 
Water  Supply  ? — Y  es,  thpy  did. 

17.  Did  that  Committee  at  once  begin  sitting? 
— Yes,  they  did. 

18.  I  think  in  the  meantime  a  Bill  had  been 
prepared,  had  it  not,  by  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee to  obtain  the  necessary  powers  for  the 
Council  to  spend  money  in  dealing  with  the 
matter  of  the  water  question  ? — Yes,  there  was  a 
doubt  on  the  Act  of  1855  which  led  to  the 
Council,  or  rather  the  Board  of  Works,  to  spend 
money  for  matters  of  public  improvements  and 
other  matters  affecting  the  public,  and  the  ques- 
tion had  been  raised  whether  that  power  was 
sufficient  to  allow  expenditure  in  the  promotion 
of  water  Bills. 

19.  I  think,  owing  to  circumstances  which  we 
need  not  go  into  now,  that  Bill  was  not  pro- 
ceeded with  ? — No,  it  was  dropped. 

20.  Then  in  the  autumn  of  1889  was  the  sub- 
ject again  taken  up,  and  a  resolution  of  the 
Council  passed  :  "  That  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee be  instructed  to  prepare  and  introduce 
into  Parliament  a  Bill  for  conferring  powers  on 
the  Council  with  respect  to  the  water  supply, 
similar  to  the  Bill  of  last  year?" — Yes,  that 
was  so. 

21.  That  Bill  was  pressed  on  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  a  quinquennial  re-assessment  would 
follow  in  the  year  1891,  was  it  not  ? — Yes,  that 
was  the  year  of  the  quinquennial  assessment. 

22.  I  think 
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Mr.  Harrison. 


f  Continued. 


Mr.  Freeman —  continued. 

22.  T  think  in  the  same  year,  1890,  the 
Corporation  of  the  City  of  London  instituted  a 
public  inquiry  into  the  water  question,  did  it 
not  ? — Yes,  it  did  ;  it  was  conducted  by  a  com- 
mittee of  the  corporation. 

23.  At  the  same  time  the  Council  introduced 
into  their  General  Powers  Bill,  Clause  73,  as  to 
inquiries  as  to  markets  and  water  supply  ?— Yes, 
that  was  so. 

24.  That  clause  was  the  subject  of  a  good 
deal  of  discussion,  I  think,  and  was  ultimately 
passed  so  far  as  related  to  water  supply  ? — Yes, 
it  was. 

25.  And  that  now  appears  as  the  section 
making  it  lawful  for  the  Council  from  time 
to  time  to  prosecute,  and  conduct  inquiries 
and  negotiations  relative  to  the  supply  of  water, 
or  companies  supplying  water  in  or  near  the 
county  of  London? — Yes,  it  was  limited  to 
that. 

26.  I  think  the  next  date  is  in  September 
1890 ;  after  this  General  Powers  Act  had 
passed  into  law,  the  water  committee  suggested 
the  desirability  of  some  negotiations  being 
opened  up  with  the  water  companies? — They 
did. 

27.  And  the  Council  then  resolved,  after  fully 
discussing  the  matter,  that  the  necessary  power 
having  been  given  by  Parliament,  the  special 
Committee  on  water  supply  and  markets  be 
authorised  to  prosecute  and  conduct  inquiries 
and  negotiations  relative  to  the  supply  of  water 
or  companies  supplying  water  in  or  near  London  ? 
—Yes. 

28.  The  next  thing,  I  think,  are  the  Parlia- 
mentary proceedings  of  the  year  1891  ? — Yes. 

29.  During  that  year  Parliamentary  proceed- 
ings took  place  which  were  of  great  importance 
in  regard  to  the  water  question  ? — Yes. 

30.  The  London  Water  Commission  Bill  was, 
I  think,  introduced  as  a  private  Bill  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  Session  ? — Yes,  that  was  one 
of  the  private  Bills. 

31.  That  was  reported  upon  by  the  Parlia- 
mentary Committee  ? — Qes. 

32.  And  that  Report  has  been  referred  to  by 
Mr.  Balfour  Browne  in  his  opening  at  consider- 
able length?  — Yes. 

33.  That  Report,  if  necessary,  do  you  pro- 
duce ? — Yes. 

Mr.  Freeman.l  May  I  ask,  sir,  what  would 
be  a  general  question  on  this  point  ?  Of  course 
every  now  and  then  w«  shall  come  to  reports 
which  obviously  are  of  great  importance,  not 
merely  to  the  County  Council,  but  to  my  learned 
friends.  I  would  suggest  that,  when  we  come 
to  such  a  Report,  it  should  go  upon  the  Notes  at 
the  end  of  the  day's  Proceedings,  if  that  commends 
itself  to  the  Committee. 

Chairman.^  If  the  Counsel  for  the  Peti- 
tioners are  agreeable  to  that  proposal,  the  Com- 
mittee have  no  objection. 

Mr.  Freeman.']  Of  course,  it  makes  it  difficult 
for  everyone  to  hunt  these  things  up  in  Mr. 
Balfour  Browne's  speech,  whereas  if,  when  I 
come  to  one  I  consider  of  sufficient  importance, 
I  mention  it,  and  ask  it  may  be  put  on  the 
Notes  

384. 


Chairman.]  I  understand  there  is  no  objection 
to  that. 

Sir  William  Marriott.]  No,  there  is  no  ob- 
jection. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

34.  Then  this  is  one.  (To  the  Witness)  :  The 
Report  of  the  12th  of  February  1891,  you  techni- 
cally produce,  and  it  will  be  handed  to  the 
shorthand  writer  {see  Appendix)  ? — That  is  so. 

35.  Is  that  the  one  which  was  signed  by  Sir 
Thomas  Farrer,  as  he  then  was. 

Chairman.]  These  will  be  printed  along  with 
the  Reports  of  the  Proceedings  each  day. 

Mr.  Freeman.]  Yes,  sir,  in  the  form  of  an 
Appendix  at  the  end  of  the  Proceedings. 

Sir  William  Marriott.]  I  think  we  ought  to 
have  these  Reports  handed  in  to  us.  It  is  not 
much  use  their  being  handed  in  at  the  end  of 
the  day,  if  we  have  to  cross-examine  upon  to- 
morrow we  should  have  no  chance  of  seeing 
them. 

Mr.  Freeman.]  You  will  have  this  Report  by 
to-morrow  morning  at  10  o'clock. 

Sir  William  Marriott.]  Yes,  this  one,  but 
perhaps  not  others.  If  the  Promoters  will  hand 
us  anything  they  are  going  to  print  there  will  be 
no  objection  to  it. 

Chairman.]  I  suppose  that  will  be  pos- 
sible? 

Mr.  Freeman. 

36.  There  will  not  be  the  least  difficulty.  If 
any  of  my  learned  friends  ask  for  a  proof  I  will 
hand  it  to  them.  (To  the  Witness) :  I  think  in 
the  meantime  a  public  Bill  had  been  introduced, 
had  it  not,  under  the  title  of  the  Metropolis 
Water  Supply? — There  is  a  little  error.  The 
Report  of  the  20th  of  January  was  a  Parlia- 
mentary Report,  it  was  signed  by  me,  but  it  was 
settled  by  Lord  Fai-rer,  who  was  a  member  of 
the  Parliamentary  Committee. 

37.  You  were  just  going  to  say  when  you  made 
that  correction,  I  think,  that  a  public  Bill  under 
the  title  of  the  Metropolis  Water  Supply  had 
been  introduced  ? — Yes. 

38.  That  Bill,  together  with  the  other  Bill, 
was  very  fully  considered  by  the  Parliamentary 
Committee  who  drew  up  the  Report  which  has 
been  just  referred  to  ? — Yes. 

39.  Did  that  Report  lead  to  a  long  discussion, 
which  was  adjourned  to  a  special  meeting  ? — Yes, 
it  was  adjourned  to  a  special  meeting  on  the  13th 
of  March  1891. 

40.  On  the  13th  of  March  1891,  on  the  re- 
sumption of  the  debate,  the  recommendations 
contained  in  that  Report,  which  has  been  just 
referred  to,  were  adopted? — Yes,  all  our  Reports 
conclude  with  specific  recommendations,  and 
under  our  Standing  Orders  those  are  either 
adopted,  rejected,  or  amended. 

41.  That  was  the  Report  which  very  fully 
went  into  the  question,  did  it  not,  of  the  esta- 
blishment of  af  trust  or  commission  on  the  one 
hand  or  the  County  Council  carrying  out  the 
duties  on  the  other  ? — Yes,  it  dealt  very  fully 
with  both  those  questions. 

42.  Have  the  principles  in  that  Report  fre- 
A  4  quently 


8 


MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  SELECT  COMMITTEE 


16  May  1895.1  Mr.  Harbison.  [Continued. 


Mr.  Freeman — continued. 

qiiently  come  up  for  discussion  at  the  Council 
since  ?--Yes,  and  they  have  ahvays  been  adopted 
and  acted  upon.  I  do  not  think  there  has  been 
at  any  time  any  variation  of  opinion  until  quite 
recently,  or  any  suggestion  contrary  to  the  terms 
of  that  Keportwith  regard  to  the  authority  to  be 
the  water  authority. 

43.  I  think,  in  accordance  with  that  Report, 
petitions  were  presented  against  the  two  Bills  for 
the  establishment  of  a  joint  commission  ? — Yes. 

44.  In  your  opinion,  is  the  present  policy  of 
the  Council  substantially  the  same  as  that  set  out 
in  the  Report  to  which  you  have  just  referred  ? 
— Yes,  it  is. 

45.  Do  your  opinious  individually  entirely 
coincide  to-day  with  those  contained  in  tbat 
Report? — Quite,  and  they  are  in  fact,  so  far  as 
I  know,  the  opinions  of  the  Council. 

Sir  William  Marriott. 

46.  The  majority  ? — No,  the  opinions  of  the 
Council,  there  has  never  been,  I  think,  any  motion 
to  alter,  vary,  or  rescind  that  resolution  or  that 
principle. 

Mr.  Freemav. 

47.  As  regards  the  question  as  to  who 
is  to  be  the  water  authority  of  London, 
do  you  regard  that,  as  far  as  the  Coxmcil  is  con- 
cerned, as  a  settled  question  ? — Quite  ;  I  know 
that  recently  Sir  John  Lubbock  has  entertained 
a  different  view  from  public  articles  that  he  has 
written ;  but  in  those  articles  he  has  said  that 
those  are  his  views,  and  not  the  views  of  the 
majority  of  the  Council. 

48.  Going  back  as  far  even  as  Sir  William 
Harcourt's  Committee,  where  the  desirability  of 
some  public  body  having  control  was  recom- 
mended in  the  absence  of  any  single  municipal 
authority ;  of  course,  since  that  the  County 
Council  has  come  into  existence  ? — Yes. 

49.  And,  in  your  opinion,  does  that  creation 
fill  up  the  gap  which  was  indicated  in  Sir 
William  Harcourt's  Committee's  Report  ? — Yes, 
that  is  the  view  of  the  Council,  and  it  is  my  own 
individual  view. 

50.  Again  dealing  with  Sir  Matthew  White 
Ridley's  Committee,  that  Committee  recom- 
mended, did  it  not,  that  the  Council  should  have 
power  to  promote  a  Bill  constituting  themselves 
the  water  authority  for  London  ? — Yes. 

51.  Since  that  time  the  Council  have  acquired 
power  to  promote  Bills  in  Parliament  for  that 
very  purpose? — Yes,  after  that  Report  of  Sir 
Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee. 

52.  In  your  opinion,  is  there  anything  which 
differentiates  London  from  other  great  municipal 
towns  so  as  to  prevent  its,  council  being  also  its 
water  authority  ? — No,  we  think  not,  nothing  ; 
there  is  its  magnitude,  of  course,  it  is  larger. 

53.  And,  of  course,  as  I  am  reminded,  and  the 
Committee  are  perfectly  aware,  the  County 
Council  is  the  statutory  successor  of  the  previous 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ? — Yes,  all  the 
powers  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  are 
vested  in  the  Council,  together  also  with  such 
other  special  powers  as  were  conferred  by  the 
Act  of  1888  as  regards  London,  on  the  Lon- 
don County  Council,  which  stands  in  a  totally 
different  position  to  any  other  county  council 
under  the  Act  of  1888. 


Mr.  Freeman — continued. 

54.  And,  of  course,  it  differs  also  from  the 
Metropolitan  Board  in  that  it  directly  represents 
the  ratepayers  ? — Yes,  and  it  has  special  statu- 
tory powers  also  conferred  upon  it  as  representing 
the  municipality  of  London. 

55.  I  notice  that  it  has  been  suggested  by  some 
of  our  friends,  that  to  carry  out  these  duties 
would  be  too  onerous  work  for  the  Council ;  in 
your  opinion,  is  that  a  justifiable  fear? — Not  at 
all,  it  can  be  perfectly  well  performed.  Of 
course  it  would  be  managed  by  a  committee,  as 
in  the  case  of  Birmingham,  where  their  water 
committee,  I  understand,  consists  only  of  eight 
members.  There  would  be  ample  power  in  the 
County  Council,  I  mean  to  say  as  regards  the 
capacity  of  work,  and  time  to  allow  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  these  water  companies.  Of 
course,  the  administration  would  be  immensely 
lessened  by  centralisation.  We  administer  by  a 
committee  of  40  the  whole  of  the  lunatic  asylums, 
where  we  have  to  deal  with  11,500  lunatics. 
There  are  five  separate  lunatic  asylums  in  differ- 
ent parts  outside  the  county,  many  miles  out. 
and  that  is  administered  with  very  great  credit 
and  great  economy  by  a  statutory  committee 
formed  out  of  the  County  Council.  The  other 
committees  which  have  branches  of  the  different 
administrative  work  consist  of  from  12  to  15 
members  on  each  committee.  I  know  the  work 
very  well  of  the  County  Council,  and  have  been 
myself  an  active  member  on  some  of  the  com- 
mittees, and  1  am  quite  sure  that  the  administra- 
tion of  the  water  undertakings  could  be  perfectly 
well  undertaken  by  the  existing  body. 

56.  So  that  I  understand  you  to  say  that  on 
the  same  analogy  as  you  have  by  committees 
managed  other  large  and  complicated  matters,  so 
you  would  by  the  same  machinery  manage  the 
question  of  the  water  companies  when  they  ar  e 
taken  over  ? — Yes. 

57.  Now,  I  want  yoix  to  come  back  to  the 
history  which  we  were  dealing  with,  from  which 
I  am  afraid  I  rather  digressed.  You  were  men- 
tioning that  there  were  three  important  Bills 
before  Parliament  in  1891? — Yes. 

58.  The  Water  Commission  Bdl  promoted  by 
the  City  ?— Yes. 

59.  The  Vestries  Bill  ?— Yes. 

60.  And  a  London  County  Council  Bill  ?  —  Yes, 
and  a  London  County  Council  Bill.  Then  there 
were  three  other  Bills.  Mr.  Causton's  Bill,  the 
Croydon  Bill,  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Bill,  all  relating  to  water. 

61.  One  question  upon  those.  As  regards  the 
City  Bill,  that  had  been  preceded  by  the  inquiry 
held  by  the  City  Corporation,  had  it  not? —Yes, 
it  followed  the  inquiry  [held  by  the  City  Cor- 
poration, but  I  think,  owing  to  their  not  having 
any  statutory  powers,  they  were  not  able  to 
compel  any  information  from  the  water  com- 
panies ? — No,  they  are  only  a  corporation,  they 
do  not  do  municipal  duties. 

62.  Then  the  Metropolis  Water  Bill,  which 
was  promoted  by  the  vestries,  notice  was  given 
of  in  the  usual  way  ? — Yes. 

63.  And  then,  I  think,  the  London  County 
Council  Bill  ;  there  was  a  doubt  as  to  whether 
it  could  be  introduced  as  a  private  Bill  ?  — Yes. 

64.  It  was  introduced  as  a  public  Bill? — 
Yes. 

65.  And 
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Mr.  Freeman — continued. 

65.  And  it  was  blocked,  and  was  finally  pre- 
vented coming  before  the  Committee  ? — That 
is  so. 

66.  I  think  you  also  said  that  besides  those 
three  Bills  there  were  three  others  :  the  Metro- 
politan Charges  Bill,  the  Croydon  Water  Bill,  and 
a  Bill  by  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water 
Company  ? — Yes. 

67.  The  latter  being  a  Bill  to  raise  additional 
capital  ?  ~  Yes. 

68.  Those  proceedings  were  referred  to  a 
Committee,  were  they  not,  presided  over  by  Sir 
Matthew  White  Ridley  ?— Yes. 

69.  I  think  the  Committee  met  for  the  first 
time  on  the  15th  of  April,  and  then  adjourned  to 
the  28th?— Yes. 

70.  And  on  the  28th  the  case  of  the  City  Bill 
was  opened  by  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Littler  ? 
—Yes. 

71.  At  the  close  of  Mr.  Littler's  opening  was 
the  room  cleared,  and  did  the  Chairman  then 
a,nnounce,  "  The  Committee  have  considered  this 
matter  very  carefully,  and  they  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  :  They  are  of  opinion,  on  the 
opening  of  the  case  by  Mr.  Littler,  that  no  Bill 
can  be  satisfactory,  dealing  with  the  questions 
referred  to  this  Committee,  which  meiely  con- 
stitutes a  public  authority  to  promote  Bills  in 
Parliament.  Therefore,  practically,  that  means 
we  cannot  see  our  way  ti>  passing  the  Preamble 
of  this  Bill  "  ? — Yes,  that  was  the  resolution  of 
the  Committee. 

72.  And  that  conclusion,  of  course,  was  come 
to  immediately  after  the  opening  for  the  Bill, 
before  either  the  Council  or  the  vestries,  or  any 
other  outside  authorities,  or  the  waterworks,  had 
oiven  evidence  ? — That  was  so  ;  there  was  no 
evidence,  and  no  counter-speech. 

73.  I  think  the  same  Committee  heard  the 
Vestries  Bill  on  its  merits,  did  they  not? — Yes. 

74.  And  rejected  it  ? — That  was  so. 

75.  The  Committee  then  stated  that,  for  the 
reasons  above  stated,  they  declined  to  enter  into 
the  question  of  a  new  supply  when  that  question 
was  pressed  upon  them  by  the  County  Council  ? 
— Yes  ;  they  considered,  as  constituted,  they  were 
not  capable  of  going  into  the  question,  which  re- 
quired examination  on  the  spot,  and  other  im- 
portant matters  which  the  Committee  felt  they 
were  unable  to  undertake.  « 

76.  1  think,  after  hearing  the  Vestry  Bill  on 
the  merits,  the  decision  of  the  Committee  was 
given  in  these  words,  was  it  not  :  "  In  view  of 
the  period  of  the  Session  at  which  we  have 
arrived,  the  Committee  intimate  that  they  do 
not  require  any  more  evidence  from  the  opponents 
of  the  Bill  against  the  trusts  as  proposed  in  the 
Bill  before  the  Committee  ;  that  they  do  not, 
under  the  circumstances,  consider  themselves  in 
a  position  to  examine  into,  or  report  upon,  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  the  present  supply,  or  the 
means  by  which  any  additional  supply  may  be 
best  obtained  "? — Yes. 

77.  On  that  occasion  an  agreement  was  come 
to,  was  it  not,  between  the  Corporation  of  London 
and  the  London  Coimty  Council  with  regard  to 
the  Water  Bill  ? — Yes;  we  negotiated  then  with 
the  Corporation  Committee,  and  the  committee 
of  which  I  was  Chairman,  which  had  charge  of 
these  matters,  and  that  committee  negotiated  an 
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agreement  and  an  arrangement  with  the  City 
Corporation,  the  object  being  to  revive,  if 
possible,  the  City  Bill,  and  to  make  it  the  means 
of  giving  effect  to  the  agreement  so  entered  into 
with  the  Corporation.  In  substance,  the  agree- 
ment recognised  that  the  untlertaking  should  be 
managed  by  a  statutory  committee  of  the  County 
Council  rather  than  an  ordinary  committee,  liable 
to  variation,  and  that  upon  that  committee  one  in 
eight  should  be  the  representatives  of  the  City. 
The  agreement  also  defined  that  the  statutory 
committee  was  to  be  confined  to  management  and 
regulation,  and  that  that  committee  was  not  to 
have  any  control  over  finance,  or  any  other 
matteis  which  affected  capital  or  charges,  and 
they  left  it  very  much  in  the  same  position  as 
what  the  statutory  Asylimis  Committee  stands  in 
with  reference  to  the  County  Council ;  that  is  to 
say,  on  income,  accounts,  regulations  for  manage- 
ment, the  County  Council  has  no  powers  to 
question  the  amounts  of  paj'ment  on  income 
made,  but  for  work,  or  raising  of  capital,  or 
control,  or  expenditure,  or  policy,  it  would  vest 
and  remain  in  and  with  the  Council.  That  is,  in 
substance,  the  arrangement. 

78.  The  next  thing,  I  think,  we  have  to  refer 
to  is  the  Special  Report  which  was  issued  by  Sir 
Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee  in  reference 
to  this  question,  which  had  been  before  them  ? — 
l^es. 

79.  That  is  a  Report  dated  the  14th  J  uly  1891  ? 
—Yes. 

80.  That,  again,  sir,  I  think  it  would 
be  very  convenient  to  everybody  if  it  were 
placed  on  the  Appendix  at  the  end  of  the  Pro- 
ceedings. {See  Appendix.)  (To  the  Witness.) 
I  think  you  are  thoroughly  well  acquainted  with 
that  Report  ?- — l"es. 

80*.  And  I  think  substantially  that  Report 
adopts  the  points  of  view  which  were  put  forward 
on  behalf  of  the  Council,  does  it  not  ? — Yes. 

Chairman.^  Who  was  the  Report  by  ? 

Mr.  Freeman.}  This  was  a  Report  by  the  Com- 
mittee presided  over  by  Sir  Matthew  White 
Ridley  to  your  House.  It  is  a  Special  Report 
made  by  the  Committee  to  the  House  of 
Commons.  (To  the  Witness.)  I  think  in  that 
Report,  at  sub-paragraphs  1  and  2  of  paragraph 
4,  the  Committee  intimated  their  opinion  that  the 
Council  was  the  proper  body  to  be  entrusted 
with  the  power  of  preparing  schemes  on  the  water 
question. 

Mr.  Cripps-I  I  do  not  wish  to  raise  an  un- 
necessary objection,  but  surely  the  Report  speaks 
for  itself. 

Mr.  Freeman.}  Certainly,  that  is  so ;  it  is 
merely  for  convenience. 

Mr.  Cripps.']  If  the  Report  is  put  in  as  a 
document,  it  will  speak  for  itself. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

81.  Very  well,  you  are  perfectly  accurate,  as 
usual.  (To  the  Witness.)  It  was  upon  that 
Report,  was  it  not,  that  a  debate  took  place  on 
the  Council  during  which  the  speech  of  Sir 
Thomas  Farrer  was  delivered,  to  which  Mr. 
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Mr.  Freeman — contimied. 
Balfour  Browne  referred  in  his  opening  ? — Yes, 
that  was  so. 

81*.  I  think  abont  this  time  application  had 
been  made  by  the  County  Council  to  the  Govern- 
ment, had  it  not,  requesting  thein  to  appoint  a 
Commission  requiring  them  to  inquire  into  the 
quantity  and  quality  of  the  supply  ?— Yes  ;  that 
was  in  October  1891. 

82.  Inasmuch  as  no  steps  had  been  taken,  I 
think  you  again  pressed  the  Government,  and 
you  received  an  answer  from  them  in  October 
1891 ;  is  not  that  so  ?— Yes. 

83.  Saying  it  was  havdng  their  best  attention, 
and  in  January  1892  you  received  an  intimation 
that  a  Royal  Commission  had  been  appointed  ? — 
Yes. 

84.  In  November  of  the  year  1891  did  the 
Council  receive  from  the  City  Corporation  an 
annoiincement  of  a  proposal  by  one  of  their  com- 
mittees to  introduce  a  Bill  in  accordance  with  the 
memorandinn  of  agreement  of  the  previous  May  ? 
— Yes. 

85.  I  think  the  Council  assented  to  that  course  ? 
—Yes. 

86.  And  a  Bill  was  then  prepared  and  intro- 
duced between  the  two  bodies  ? — Yes. 

87.  I  think  upon  this  question  of"  the  water 
supply  the  views  of  the  Corporation  and  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  "Works  have  practically 
been  hai-monious  ? — I  believe  so,  from  all  the 
records  I  can  find. 

88.  I  believe  there  are  some  matters  on  which 
you  have  had  the  misfortune  to  differ  from  the 
City,  but  on  this  there  has  been  absolute 
unanimity  ? — I  think  so. 

89.  Was  that  the  Bill  which  ultimately  became 
an  Act  known  as  the  London  Water  Act,  1892  ? 
— Not  quite  in  the  form  in  which  the  Bill  was  pro- 
moted. The  first  part  of  it  was  adopted,  and 
became  the  London  Water  Act,  1892. 

90.  The  Bill  as  infroduced  finally  emerged  as 
the  London  Water  Act,  1892  ?— Yes. 

91.  I  think  the  Committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons  which  sat  on  that  Bill  intimated  that 
they  were  of  opinion  that  the  portions  of  the  Bill 
constituting  a  new  water  authority  should  not  be 
proceeded  with,  did  they  not  ? — Yes. 

92.  But  agreed  to  proceed  with  that  part  of  the 
Bill  authorising  applications  to  Parliament  on  the 
subject  by  the  Council,  and  the  incurring  of  ex- 
penditure for  that  purpose  and  the  purpose  of  the 
inquiry  ? — Yes,  that  was  the  first  statutory 
authority  that  was  conferred  on  the  Council  to 
promote  Bills  specifically  relating  to  water. 

93.  That  decision  considerably  altered  the  Bill 
as  the  Corporation  and  yourselves  had  introduced 
it?— Yes.       _      _  _  _  ■ 

94.  It  curtailed  it  ? — Yes,  it  curtailed  it. 

95.  I  think  yovi  then  had  a  conference  with 
the  City,  did  you  not,  and  it  was  unanimously 
agreed  to  accept  the  decision  of  the  Committee 
and  to  proceed  with  the  remainder  of  the  Bill, 
and  that  was  confirmed  by  the  Council  ? — That 
was  so. 

96.  By  that  Act  of  1892,  did  the  Council  for 
the  first  time  get  an  unquestioned  right  to  deal 
with  the  water  question  ? — Yes,  with  regard  to 
the  promotion  of  Bills. 

97.  During  the  years  1888  to  1892  they  had 
been  unable  to  move,  owing  to  the  doubts  as  to 
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the  rights  of  the  Metropolitan  Board,  now  the 
County  Council  ? — Yes;  the  Metropolitan  Board 
had  moved,  I  think,  in  1875,  and  their  account 
had  been  surcharged. 

98.  We  will  take  that  shortly ;  it  is  very 
ancient  history,  but  there  had  been  a  sufficient 
doubt  produced  by  that  surcharging  to  prevent 
the  Metropolitan  Board  pursuing  Bills  on  the 
water  question  and  to  hamper  the  County 
Council  ? — Yes ;  at  all  events  the  individual 
members  of  the  Council  would  not  act  whilst  that 
question  was  unsettled. 

99.  In  1892,  when  they  got  this  power  for  the 
first  time,  was  the  Royal  Commission  actually 
sitting,  or  about  to  sit  ? — Jvist  about  to  sit. 

100.  Therefore,  did  the  Council  consider  it 
right  to  postpone  any  further  decisive  steps  while 
that  Royal  Commission  was  sitting? — Certainly. 

101.  I  think  it  was  at  that  time,  was  it  not, 
that  you  had  very  carefully  to  consider  the 
questions  which  were  being  brought  before  the 
Royal  Commission  ? — Yes. 

102.  And,  in  particular,  did  you  have  to  devote 
your  attention  to  the  recommendations  that  re- 
servoirs should  be  made  in  the  upper  Thames 
and  w^ater  taken  ? — Yes  ;  that  rather  devolved  on 
the  Water  Committee,  of  which  Mr.  Bassett 
Hopkins  was  the  chairman,  and  he  will  deal  with 
that  part  of  the  question, 

103.  Then,  getting  it  in  historical  order  from 
you,  you  did  carefully  consider  the  Report  of 
the  Royal  Commission,  but  questions  relating  to 
the  action  of  the  Council  on  that  Report  of  the 
Royal  Commission,  you  prefer  I  should  ask  Mr. 
Bassett  Hopkins  about  ? — Yes.  When  the  Re- 
port came  up  we  made  a  rej^ort  upon  it  to  the 
Council,  and  I  took  part,  of  course,  in  the 
discussion. 

104.  You,  yourself,  took  a  considerable  per- 
sonal interest  in  the  discussion,  I  think  ? — Yes,  I 
followed  it  all  through,  and  I  was  a  member  of 
the  committee,  but  [  was  not  the  chairman  of 
that  particular  committee. 

105.  And  the  outcome  of  that  was,  was  it  not, 
that  after  numerous  reports,  which  I  need  not 
really  trouble  the  Committee  with  now,  and 
after  great  debates  and  consideration,  the  Council 
resolved,  in  July  1894,  that  the  Parliamentary 
Committee  should  proceed  with  Bills  for  dealing' 
Avith  the  acquisition  of  the  v\ater? — Yes.  We 
took  up  the  question  of  the  Water  Commission 
Report,  and  upon  that  Report  there  was,  I  think 
I  may  say,  a  practically  unanimous  expression  of 
opinion  that  no  more  water  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  be  taken  from  the  Thames  Valley  for  the 
water  supply,  and  there  was  also  a  very  strong 
feeling  or  prejudice,  I  care  not  what  it  is  called, 
against  drinking  water  from  the  Thames  Valley, 
which  was  and  must  necessarily  be  to  a  great  ex- 
tent polluted,  and  could  only  be  rendered  drink- 
able by  filtration  of  a  very  high  class. 

106.  I  understand  any  details  relating  to  that 
part  of  the  case  will  be  filled  up  by  subsequent 
witnesses  ? — Yes. 

107.  You  merely  mention  the  fact  that  after 
careful  consideration  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee were  instructed  to  proceed  with  these 
Bills  ?— Yes. 

108.  That  brings  us  to  the  actual  state  of 
things  as  it  is  now  ? — Yes. 

109.  I  want 
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109.  I  want  to  direct  your  attention  to  the 
several  points  in  respect  of  these  actual  Bills  in 
which  questions  of  policy  on  which  you  represent 
the  Council  will  have  to  be  considered.  The 
first  point  I  want  to  draw  your  attention  to  is 
this  :  as  the  Bills  are  introduced  in  Parliament, 
there  are  eight  separate  Bills,  one  for  the  purchase 
of  each  of  the  eight  water  companies'  under- 
takings ? — That  is  so. 

110.  Was  that  matter  very  carefully  con- 
sidered, first,  by  the  Water  Committee,  then  by 
the  Parliamentary  Committee,  and  finally  by  the 
Council  ? — Yes,  it  was. 

111.  Was  the  resolution  to  introduce  the 
separate  Bills  only  arrived  at  after  you  had  care- 
fully considered  the  constitution,  Acts,  and 
positions  of  those  variovis  companies  ? — That  was 
so,  and  after  a  vexy  careful  examination  of  the 
circumstances  of  each  undertaking. 

112.  Were  you,  in  that  matter,  very  fully  and 
carefully  advised  by  all  your  officers,  including 
your  engineers,  your  solicitors,  your  Parlia- 
mentary agents  and  others? — Yes,  we  were. 

113.  Before  I  go  a  little  more  into  detail,  let 
me  ask  you,  was  the  opinion  of  the  Council,  upon 
which  they  are  now  acting,  that  there  was  so 
great  a  difference  in  circumstances  with  regard 
to  the  various  companies  that  it  was  impossible 
practically  to  treat  them  in  one  Bill  ? — That  was 
so,  and  the  more  it  was  examined  and  looked 
into,  the  more  that  result  forced  itself  upon  our 
attention. 

114.  Was  that  the  fact,  not  merely  as  regards 
the  physical  areas  of  the  companies,  and  their 
sources  of  supply,  but  also  as  regards  the  rentals 
which  they  were  asking  for  water,  the  liabilities 
which  they  were  under  of  supply,  the  charges 
which  they  were  able  to  make,  and  numerous 
other  points'? — Yes. 

115.  I  think  you  found,  did  you  not,  at  a  very 
early  period,  that  the  supply  of  water  to  the 
metropolis  did  not  exist  as  if  it  were  a  system 
where  the  supply  was  by  one  or  two  companies  ? 
— YeSj  that  was  one  of  the  first  things  which,  on 
examination,  came  prominently  forward,  and 
■when  we  examined  into  the  undertakings,  and 
their  history,  and  their  works,  they  were  none  of 
them  laid  out  as  a  series  of  undertakings  to 
supply  one  town  in  the  same  way  that  one  or 
two  water  companies  would  supply  Liverpool, 
Manchester,  or  any  other  of  the  large  towns. 
They  had  all  grown  up  as  sectional  or  district 
companies  under  different  liabilities,  and  under 
a  totally  different  set  of  conditions.  That  was 
one  of  the  first  points  that  struck  us,  because 
some  were  subject  to  general  legislation  ;  others, 
because  they  were  district  companies,  were 
exempt  from  general  legislation,  and  had  special 
enactments  in  their  favour,  because  they  were 
district  and  not  metropolitan  water  supplies. 
We  found  that  the  first  point  was  that  it  was  not 
as  if  the  metropolis  had  been  laid  out,  and  the 
work  had  been  divided  among  eight  water  com- 
panies under  the  same  conditions  to  supply  one 
entire  metropolis,  but  they  were  eight  sectional 
district  companies. 

116.  That,  I  thick,  is  the  point  which  early 
impressed  you,  that  they  were  district  companies, 
and  not  eight  companies  supplying  the  metro- 
polis ? — Certainly. 
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117.  And  they  each  had  their  own  particular 
district  ? — Yes.  ^ 

118.  And  in  consequence,  in  some  cases,  were 
subject  to  special  legislation  ? — Yes. 

119.  Did  you  also  find  considerable  difference 
in  the  companies  owing  to  their  former  and  pre- 
sent sources  of  supply  ? — Yes,  some  of  the  dis- 
trict companies  had  grown  up  with  sources  of 
supply  from  the  tidal  part  of  the  River  Thames ; 
for  instance,  the  London  Bridge  Waterworks 
and  the  Borough  Waterworks.  Others  had 
grown  up  by  shifting  their  sources  on  the  Thames 
from  the  tidal  portion  low  down  at  London 
Bridge  to  Vauxhall,  Lambeth,  Kew,  and  other 
portions  still  of  the  tidal  water,  and  that  those 
had  again  subsequentlv  shifted  their  sources  of 
supply  to  the  non-tidal  portion  of  the  river ;  the 
upper  river  at  Molesey  and  elsewhere. 

120.  Did  you  find  others  coming  from  Hert- 
fordshire and  the  River  Lea  ? — Yes,  some  had 
been  laid  out  as  a  system  from  inwards  outwards, 
and  others,  notably,  of  course,  the  New  River, 
for  bringing  water  from  the  outside  into  the 
metropolis.  They  are  laid  out  on  different 
systems  under  a  totally  different  set  of  condi- 
tions. 

121.  Was  the  result  of  that  particular  matter 
that  you  found  there  were  difterent  quantities  of 
water,  different  rentals,  and  different  under- 
takings ? — Yes. 

122.  Another  matter  which  I  think  you  con- 
sidered material  was  in  respect  of  the  companies' 
legal  obligations  to  lay  down  pipes  in  their  water 
districts  ;  was  that  so  ? — Yes.  There  are  hardly 
two  of  them  under  the  same  system  of  obligations 
with  regard  to  that,  because  most  of  these  com- 
panies began  with  statutory  powers  which  were 
entirely  enabling  powers  to  supply,  and  for  the 
consumer  to  take  if  he  thought  fit  upon  terms 
of  agreement.  Then,  later  on,  notably  in  this 
Lambeth  case,  they  converted  a  power  to 
supply  into  an  obligation  to  supply,  and  the  Act 
of  1834  was  the  very  phrase  "shall  be  obliged  to 
supply."  Then,  again,  there  was,  of  course,  as  the 
Committee  are  aware,  the  Code  of  1847.  Taking 
the  Lambeth  case,  the  Lambeth  Company  incor- 
porated that  Code, and  subject  to  all  the  provisions 
included  in  the  35th  section  of  the  Act,  which 
imposes  obligations  to  distribute,  and  the  modifi- 
cation was  only  with  regard  to  the  height,  which, 
instead  of  being  to  the  top  storey  of  every  house 
in  the  district,  was  limited  to  a  particular  height, 
in  the  case  of  Lambeth  to  a  certain  number  of 
feet.  Lambeth  was  to  be  150  feet  above  Trinity 
high-water  mark  of  the  River  Thames,  In  Lam- 
beth we  found  its  charges  fixed  in  1834.  Those 
are  the  charges  which  are  now  in  existence. 
They  were  fixed  on  Avhat  I  call  a  71  per  cent, 
rental,  that  being  the  first  charge  which  is  men- 
tioned in  the  Act.  That  company,  in  1848, 
when  the  Public  Health  Act  and  the  Metropo- 
litan Sewers  x\ct  were  going  through  Pailia- 
ment,  came  to  Parliament  and  obtained  their 
Act  to  add  an  additional  charge  in  respect  of  the 
supply  of  water-closets,  184H  being  the  first  year 
of  compulsory  application  of  water  to  Avater- 
closets.  Then  from  1848  that  company,  as 
regards  charges,  have  never  been  before  Parlia- 
ment, and  it  rests  its  charges  entirely,  and  rests 
its, obligations  entirely,  on  its  two  Acts  of  1834 
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Mr.  Freeman — continued, 
and  1848.  There  has  been  no  revision  at  all 
since  thai  date.  Other  companies  have  come  to 
Parliament ;  in  1852  two  of  the  other  companies 
came,  and  they  were  subject,  not  to  the  whole  of 
the  clauses  "of  the  Code  of  1844,  but  to 
the  omission  of  the  most  important  clause 
in  the  Code  of  1847,  and  new  and  substituted 
set  of  clauses  modifying  it  on  account  of 
their  being  district  water  companies  to  which 
the  Code  of  1847  would  have  been  inapplicable, 
as  that  was  alone  applicable  to  an  entire  system. 
Every  one  of  these  changes  we  foxmd  had  taken 
place,  and,  again,  in  1852,  other  companies  liave 
had  their  charges  altered,  and  modifications 
made.  When  they  shifted  their  water  supply 
from  the  tidal  part  to  the  up  river,  they  were 
exempt  from  the  special  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
1847,  and  came  luider  a  totally  different  set  of 
liabilities  with  a  diflerent  set  of  charges,  so  that 
after  1853  there  was  no  company  then  outstand- 
ing, except  the  Kent  Company,  and  the  Kent 
Company  was  then  resting  its  charges  entirely 
upon  agreement.  That  was  not  charged  unti 
1864,  when  it  was  put  as  a  charge  upon  annual 
value.  Then  we  found  that  the  result  w^as  that 
these  were  four  standards  of  charges.  1  do  not 
enter  into  the  detail  of  each  particular  house,  but 
the  Lambeth  Company  is  the  highest  on  what 
may  be  called  the  7-^-  per  cent,  scale,  that  being 
the  highest  rate  per  cent,  mentioned  in  the  Act. 
Then  the  next  highest  is  the  Kent  Company, 
which  was  altered  in  1864.  Then  the  East 
London,  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall,  got 
a  0  per  cent,  rental.  All  the  other  four  com- 
panies, which  came  in  1852,  were  limited  to  a 
4  per  cent,  rental,  expressing  it  shortly  ;  a  charge 
at  the  r<ite  of  4  per  cent,  on  the  rental. 

123.  Perhaps  we  may  take  it  shortly  for  the 
present  purpose  that  you  do  find,  as  you  have 
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been  telling  the  Committee,  an  enormous  dif- 
ference as  to  both  the  powers  and  the  charges 
of  these  different  companies  ? — Yes. 

124.  So  different,  I  mean,  that  it  was  quite 
impracticable,  and  would  be  unfair,  to  deal  with 
them  altogether  in  one  Bill  ? — Quite  ;  and  there 
was  another  very  strong  circumstance  ;  we  found 
also  that  some  had  no  area  outside  the  metro- 
polis to  supply. 

125.  That  was  the  next  thing  I  was  going  to 
ask  you.  It  was  the  next  point,  was  it  not,  that 
in  some  cases  the  companies  had  an  outside  area, 
which  in  the  extremest  case  goes  up  to  174 
square  miles  ? — Yes. 

j26.  That  is  the  case  of  the  Kent  Company? 
—  fes. 

127.  Whereas  in  the  case  of  the  Chelsea  Com- 
pany there  is  absolutely  no  area  outside  the 
metropolis  at  all  ?— That  is  so. 

128.  And  the  Lambeth  Company  has  62 
square  miles  outside  the  metropolis  ? — Yes. 

129.  If  we  translate  square  miles  into  popula- 
tion, tliey  vary,  do  they  not,  from  26,000 
persons  in  the  outside  area  up  to  395,000,  which 
is  the  Kent  ? — Yes.  The  difference,  also,  of 
area  and  population  has  this  very  important 
bearing,  that  inside  the  metropolis  there  is  the 
Metropolis  Valuation  Act,  1869,  which  keeps  the 
valuation  up  on  each  tenement  to  its  very  highest 
and  fullest  value,  whilst  the  annual  value  in  the 
surrounding  counties  is  not  kept  up  to  that  same 
standard,  and,  of  course,  therefore,  those  that 
had  a  very  large  area  outside,  and  were  supplying 
outside,  had  a  Avatcr  rental  dependent  upon  a 
totally  different  standard  of  annual  value,  as 
regards  the  bulk  of  them,  to  those  which  were 
supplying  more  and  more  in  London.  There- 
fore it  was  impossible  to  deal  with  those  under- 
takings collectively  by  one  and  the  same  Bill. 
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MEMBERS 

Mr.  Ainsworth. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 


PRESENT: 

Mr.  iVIuntz. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  David  Plunket. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Right  Honourable  DA.VID  PLUIsKET,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  re-called  ;  and  further  Examined,  as  follows  : 


Mr.  Freeman, 

130.  When  we  adjourned  yesterday  you  were 
giving  in  detail  the  various  reasons  why  the 
County  Council  had  brought  these  separate 
Bills  in,  and  also  why  the  particular  Bill  was 
framed  in  the  way  in  which  it  is  ? — Yes. 

131.  The  next  point  I  wish  to  direct  your 
attention  to  is  this,  still  following  out  the  same 
scheme  of  evidence  ;  do  you  find  that  as  regards 
the  Lambeth  Company  and  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company,  they  together  .form  a  com- 
plete system  of  water  supply  for  the  south  part 
of  the  county  of  London  south  of  the  Thames  ? 
— Yes.  If  the  Committee  will  kindly  refer  to 
the  map  there  they  will  see  that  the  two  com- 
panies which  are  coloured  completely  fill  the 
whole  of  the  southern  area  south  of  the  Thames, 
with  the  exception,  of  course,  of  the  extreme 
south-east  corner. 

132.  That  is  to  say,  they  are  entirely  indepen- 
dent of  all  the  northern  part  which  is  served  by 
other  companies  ? — Absolutely. 

133.  Now  I  will  pass  to  another  point ;  do  you 
find  between  the  various  companies  the  greatest 
possible  divergence  as  to  the  constant  supply  and 
the  height  of  supply  at  which  the}''  have  to 
deliver  the  water  ? — Yes  ;  there  are  six  standards 
from  40  feet  up  to  300  feet,  those  which  are  on 
the  highest  ground  are  the  300  feet,  taking  the 
New  River,  and  those  which  are  in  the  lowest 
ground,  the  East  London  have  the  standard  of 
40  feet. 

134.  That  is  to  say  the  East  London  is 
40  feet  ? — The  East  London  is  40  feet,  and,  of 
course,  the  general  code  of  1847  says,  "  to  the 
top  storey  of  the  houses  in  the  district." 

135.  1  think  both  as  regards  the  Lambeth 
Company  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Company  their  limit  is  150  feet,  which  is  a  sort 
of  intermediate  one  ? — Yes,  and  then  there  are 
added  with  reference  to  the  charges  high  service 
charges,  so  that  if  you  are  over  a  certain  number 
of  feet  you  get  a  charge  for  high  service ;  for 
instance,  in  Chelsea,  10  feet  above  the  pavement 
is  a  high  service  water-closet  charge. 

136.  Passing  to  the  next  point,  I  think  you 
had  to  consider  the  question  whether  these  com- 
panies have  any  exclusive  rights  in  any  part  of 
the  metropolis,  had  you  not  ? — Yes.    Of  course 
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inside  the  metropolis  there  is  no  exclusive  user, 
and  the  very  fact  that  the  proviso  in  most  of 
these  clauses  was  inserted  in  1852  points  to  the 
fact  of  one  or  other  of  the  companies  supplying 
within  the  district  of  the  particular  company,  and 
it  has  been  laid  down  by  Mr.  Fitzgerald  in  his 
opinion  on  behalf  of  the  Local  Government 
Board  before  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee 
in  the  appendix,  that  inside  the  county  there  is 
no  monopoly  at  all.  The  law  is  different  with 
regard  to  that  area  which  is  outside  the  county. 
There  they  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Public  Health  Act  of  1875.  There  the  local 
authority  by  that  Act  may  establish  its  water- 
works and  construct  its  own  works,  provided  it 
cannot  do  so  as  against  a  water  company  which 
is  able  and  willing  to  supply  the  Avater  ;  and  in 
the  year  1850  the  Lambeth  Company  was  unable 
to  supply  the  Croydon  Corporation.  In  conse- 
quence of  that  the  Croydon  Corporation  estab- 
lished its  own  waterworks,  which  are  within  the 
area  of  the  water  supply  of  Lambeth.  I  believe 
it  is  also  the  case  in  Sutton,  and  there  is  a 
similar  case  in  regard  to  the  area  of  Richmond. 
You  will  see  it  on  the  small  hand  map  in  white  ; 
tliere  it  is  on  the  extreme  left.  The  Richmond 
Company  was  a  company  which  was  formed  for 
the  drawing  of  water  from  the  Thames  and 
supplying  it  to  Richmond.  The  source  of  water 
became  extremely  bad ;  the  local  company  failed 
to  supply,  and  upon  that  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  bought  up  all  the  shares  ot 
the  local  company,  and  said,  "  We  will  stand  in 
the  position  of  the  local  company,  and  are  willing 
and  able  to  supply  Richmond."  Richmond 
declined,  and  insisted  upon  supplying  its  own 
water ;  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company 
applied  to  the  courts  to  restrain  the  Richmond 
Corporation  from  establishing  its  own  water- 
works on  the  ground  that  they  were  able  and 
willing  to  supply  Richmond.  The  courts  held 
that  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company,  by 
purchasing  the  shares,  were  not  the  company 
referred  to  as  being  able  and  willing  to  supply, 
and  they  refused  the  application.  In  conse- 
quence, Richmond  established  its  own  water- 
works, and  then  subsequently,  by  an  Act  made 
by  arrangement,  they  took  a  certain  quantity  of 
B  3  water 
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water  at  a  certain  price  in  bulk  from  the  Soutb- 
wark  and  Vauxhall  Company. 

137.  That  is  just  an  illustration  of  Avhat  you 
find  in  these  peculiar  powers  of  competition 
between  two  different  companies  ?--Yes. 

1.38.  You  found  also,  did  you  not,  that  there 
was  a  very  great  amount  of  difference  between 
the  companies  in  relation  to  their  povvers  of 
supply  ? — Yes.  All  water  companies  drawing 
from  the  Thames  have  statutory  provisions 
limitinor  the  quantity  which  they  may  draw. 
We  find  that  the  unused  powers  of  each  of  the 
companies  are  much  in  this  position,  that  those 
that  have  the  largest  quantity,  the  balance, 
taking  for  instance  Chelsea,  have  no  area  to 
supply  outside  at  all.  Those  which  have  a  large 
area  to  supply  on  which  the  population  will 
necessarily  increase  and  is  looked  upon  as  being 
the  place  where  it  will  increase,  have  extremely 
limited  ])Owers  of  supply.  So  that  if  that  area 
came  to  be  filled  up  from  the  present  sources  of 
supply,  the  company  will  be  unable  and  unwilling 
to  supply  that  outlying  district,  and  immediately 
would  grow  up  the  right  of  the  locality  to 
establish  its  own  local  works. 

139.  To  take  a  short  contrast,  do  you  find  that 
the  Chelsea  Company  has  an  unexhausted  power 
for  its  own  purpose  of  drawing  about  10,000,000 
gallons  from  the  Thames,  and  has  no  outside 
district  to  supply  ? — That  is  so. 

140.  While  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Company  is  already  drawdng  in  excess  of  its 
statutory  power  from  the  Thames,  and  yet  has  a 
very  large  outside  district  to  supply  ? — Yes. 

141.  Then  again,  as  regards  the  Lambeth 
Company,  is  that  drawing  its  full  statutory 
amoimt  ? — It  depends  on  whether  you  include  or 
exclude  the  agreement  which  were  made  with 
the  Thames  Conservancy. 

142.  But  whether  you  include  those  or  not 
there  is  a  very  small  margin  in  respect  of 
Lambeth,  is  there  not  ? — Yes,  very  small.  The 
engineer  will  give  you  the  actual  figures,  and 
they  have  62  square  miles  to  fill  up  outside. 

143.  I  think  another  very  important  matter 
in  Avhich  the  companies  differ  is  in  relation  to  the 
claim  for  back  dividends,  is  it  not  ? — Yes  ;  hardly 
any  two  of  them  are  in  the  same  position,  either 
as  regards  legislation  or  as  regards  facts. 

144.  When  you  say  facts  you  mean  that  some 
of  them  have  already  reached  a  limit,  enabling 
them  to  make  use  of  back  dividends,  and  others 
are  some  way  off? — ^Others  are  some  way  off. 
That  is  a  matter  of  fact,  a  matter  of  account,  I 
consider.  Then  of  course  there  is  the  question 
of  law  as  to  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  clause 
even  when  it  has  to  be  applied. 

145.  Then  again,  I  think  a  matter  that  your 
engineer  advised  you  upon  was  that  there  was 
considerable  difference  between  the  various 
companies  as  to  division  of  works,  and  reservoirs 
in  outside  and  inside  areas  ? — Yes ;  and  with 
regard  to  this  question  of  dealing  with  the  areas 
outside,  of  course  it  was  advisable  to  leave  to 
those  areas  so  much  of  the  works  as  could  be 
properly  apportioned  or  divided  amongst  that 
area,  and  the  engineer  advised  us  that  the  works 
and  construction  were  of  such  different  classes 
and  of  such  different  natures  that  the  ^^st  of  +he 
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apportionment,  that  is  to  say,  equipping  the 
inside  and  the  outside  areas  and  partitioning 
them,  would  be  totally  different  in  each  company's 
case.  For  instance,  you  may  take  the  Kent 
Company  as  an  illustration,  which  has  wells  and 
nearly  always  of  course,  pumping  stations  at  the 
wells.  You  can  easily  keep  the  London  wells 
and  leave  the  outlying  wells  and  their  pumping 
stations  and  distributing  works  to  local  authorities. 
Others  may  have  a  more  complicated  system. 

146.  I  believe  the  circumstances  of  the  various 
companies  with  regard  to  their  property  and  the 
amount  of  their  debenture  stock  and  their  estate, 
varied  very  considerably,  which  again  was  a 
reason  for  dealing  with  them  separately  ? — Yes. 
Some  have  a  considerable  debenture  capital ; 
others  have  preference  capital ;  others,  again, 
have  little. 

147.  I  think  all  these  reasons  which  you  have 
now  at  some  length  been  detailing  to  the  Com- 
mittee, were  before  your  Council  in  detei-mining 
the  question  of  the  way  in  which  you  should 
introduce  this  Bill  ? — Yes ;  we  sat  a  long  while 
extending  over  a  very  long  period  of  time  so  as 
to  give  full  consideration  to  these  topics. 

148.  And  I  think,  although  it  is  a  subsidiary 
point,  you  thought  by  these  means  you  might  be 
able  to  curtail  the  expense  inflicted  upon  persons 
in  each  particular  district  ? — Yes. 

149.  Now  I  will  take  two  or  three  questions 
with  regard  to  the  Bill  itself.  First  of  all,  with 
regard  to  the  form  of  the  Bill.  In  the  first 
instance  you  proposed  that  there  should  be  an 
option  of  agreement  between  the  companies  and 
the  County  Council? — Yes,  we  had  a  corre- 
spondence with  them. 

150.  Was  that  at  an  early  stage  entered  upon 
by  the  Council  endeavouring  to  see  whether 
they  could  not  come  to  amicable  terms  with  the 
various  companies  ?— Yes  ;  we  asked  them 
whether  they  would  be  prepared  to  negotiate, 
and  their  replies  in  many  cases  were  that  they 
had  not  the  legal  powers. 

151.  I  think  the  details  will  be  gone  into  if 
necessary  by  Mr.  Bassett  Hopkins,  who  con- 
ducted the  negotiations  on  behalf  of  the  Council  ? 
— Yes  ;  they  said  they  had  not  legal  jiowers. 

152.  I  will  only  ask  you  as  regards  the 
company  now  before  the  Committee,  the  Lambeth 
Company,  I  think  the  directors  there  stated  that 
having  no  poAver  to  enter  into  a  binding  contract 
for  the  sale  of  the  undertaking,  they  considered 
it  inexpedient  to  enter  into  negotiation  ? — That 
was  so  ;  undesirable  and  inexpedient. 

153.  Clause  5  is  the  clause  in  the  Bill  which 
deals  with  the  arbitration,  is  it  not  ? — Yes,  with 
the  nature  of  the  arbitration. 

154.  Was  that  again  a  matter  of  very  careful 
consideration  by  the  Council  and  its  committees  ? 
• — Yes ;  and  we  had  the  advantage  on  the  Com- 
mittee, of  being  advised  by  counsel  who  attended 
our  meetings  for  that  purpose. 

155.  I  think  the  scheme  which  is  finally 
determined  there  was  one  arbitrator  to  be 
appointed  by  the  purchasing  bodj'-,  one  to  be 
appointed  by  the  selling  company,  and  those  two 
to  agree  upon  an  mnpire  to  determine  the 
question  between  them  ? — Yes. 

1 56.  In  your  opinion,  is  that  the  fairest  method 

which 


ON  THE  LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL. 


15 


17  May  1895.]  Mr,  Harrison.  [Cnntinued. 


Mr.  Freeman — continued. 

which  up  to  the  present  you  have  been  able  to 
advise  as  giving  the  company  an  independent 
appointment  for  their  arbitrator  and  enabling  a 
fair  conclusion  to  be  arrived  at  ? — Yes ;  we 
thought  it  was  better  to  leave  it  and  allow  this 
tribunal  to  be  constituted  in  that  way  in  pre- 
ference to  leaving  it  simply  to  the  nomination  of 
a  Government  department  ;  we  thought  that  in 
that  way  it  would  satisfy  the  companies  and  we 
should  be  satisfied. 

157.  And  you  gave  the  arbitrators,  did  you 
not,  the  power  to  appoint  experts  to  assist  them 
in  the  matter,  which,  in  your  opinion,  would  tend 
to  the  quick  despatch  of  the  whole  question  ? — 
Yes,  and  to  economy. 

158.  I  presume  I  may  take  it  that  the  Council 
is  not  wedded  to  an_y  particular  form  of  appoint- 
ment of  arbitrators,  and  if  a  better  form  could 
be  devised  they  would  be  perfectly  prepared  to 
accept  it  ? — Quite  so,  and  that  was  the  result  of 
our  careful  deliberations  u])on  the  subject. 

159.  I  want  to  direct  your  attention  now  for 
a  few  moments  to  Clause  6  of  the  Bill,  which 
provides  for  certain  matters  being  brought  under 
the  consideration  of  the  arbitrator,  not  directions 
to  him,  but  matters  which  he  may  consider. 
There  are  several  distinct  matters  referred  to  in 
that  clause.  On  every  one  of  those  did  you 
receive  careful  reports  from  the  officers  of  the 
Council  ?  —Yes. 

160.  And  I  think  that  clause  was  very  care- 
fully considered  by  the  Committee  who  had  the 
preparation  of  the  Bill,  in  consultation  with 
your  agents,  and  I  think  also  with  counsel? — 
Most  carefully. 

Chairman,^  Will  you  ask  please  who  Avere 
the  officers  of  the  Council  who  gave  the  informa- 
tion to  which  the  witness  refers  ? 

Mr.  Freeman. 

161.  (To  the  Witness.)  Will  you  answer  that? 
— The  Parliamentary  agent,  the  coimsel,  the 
engineer,  the  statistical  officer,  the  medical 
officer,  and  their  subordinates,  and  water  expert 
engineers. 

Chairman.]  I  think  perhaps  it  might  be  as 
well  to  give  the  names  of  these  gentlemen  at 
this  point  ? 

Witness.']  They  will  all  be  called  as  witnesses. 

Chairman.]  If  you  will  pursue  your  own 
course   

Mr.  Freeman. 

162.  Any  information  that  occurs  to  you,  sir, 
or  the  Members  of  the  Committee,  I  shall  be 
prepared  to  supply.  I  will  give  it  at  once,  while 
it  is  in  our  minds.  (To  the  Wif?iess.)  First  of 
all,  there  were  various  questions  relating  to 
engineering  ? — Yes. 

163.  ^  Is  Mr.  Binnie  the  Chief  Engineer  of  the 
Council  ?  — Yes. 

1 64.  Did  he  make  reports  to  you  ? — Yes. 

165.  Did  he  have  the  assistance  of  any  other 
engineers? — A  great  number. 

166.  Can  you  give  me  any  names  ? — I  cannot 
at  the  moment  recollect  the  names. 

167.  I  may  say,  sir,  perhaps  for  the  informa- 
tion of  the  Committee,  the  way  the  matter  was 
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done  was  this.  Of  course,  the  officials  of  the 
various  departments  make  reports  to  the  Com- 
mittee in  a  matte*  of  this  importance;  for 
instance,  Mr.  Binnie  on  behalf  of  the  engineers, 
would  ask  for  instructions  that  he  might  have 
the  assistance  and  advice  of  other  engineers,  and 
I  think  without  a  single  exception,  every  one  of 
the  gentlemen  who  advised  with  Mr.  Bennie  will 
be  called  as  witnesses  if  necessary.  I  will  have 
a  list  made  out.  (To  the  Witness.)  Mr.  Binnie 
is  responsible  (or  the  report,  of  course  ? — He  is 
reponsible  for  the  report  on  engineering  questions. 

168.  When  you  come  to  the  questions  of  purity 
of  water  and  things  of  that  sort  

Mr.  Cripps.]  Might  I  suggest,  and  it  might 
save  time,  we  are  told  that  these  reports  were 
made  by  Mr.  Binnie,  and  in  those  reports  are  the 
names  of  the  other  gentlemen  who  helped  him. 
If  we  have  those  reports  we  should  have  what 
was  told  the  County  Council,  and  we  should 
have  on  them  the  names  of  the  gentlemen  who 
supplied  the  information.  I  think  that  is  what 
we  are  entitled  to. 

Witness.]  It  was  not  quite  so  because  Mr. 
Binnie  would  make  his  report  and  he  would 
advise  when  we  had  considered  it  that  he  should 
be  assisted  by  Mr.  So-and-So,  and  So-and-So, 
and  he  would  ask  for  the  instructions  of  the 
Committee  which  has  charge  of  it. 

Mr.  Freeman.]  Of  course  we  shall  produce 
the  report. 

Witness.]  I  mean  to  say  it  was  not  done  all  at 
once ;  it  was  done  from  time  to  time  and  from 
each  adjournment.  If  Mr.  Binnie,  having  con- 
sulted a  gentleman,  wanted  still  further  informa- 
tion he  would  have  it ;  it  does  not  appear  in  any 
one  report. 

Chairman.]  The  Committee  will  leave  Mr. 
Freeman  to  take  his  own  course. 

Mr.  Cripps.]  May  I  say  this  :  if  we  are  to 
have  the  reports  (we  should  like  them  now,  but 
that  is  in  my  friend's  discretion,  I  admit)  with 
the  names  of  the  gentlemen  who  made  them, 
would  it  not  be  better  to  take  the  evidence  in 
that  way  than  indirectly  through  Mr.  Harrison  ? 

Chairman.]  I  do  not  think  there  is  anything 
irregular  in  this  at  all  events,  and  I  do  not  like 
to  interfere  with  the  discretion  of  Mr.  Freeman, 
1  am  sure  he  will  conduct  the  matter  in  what- 
ever way  will  conduce  to  brevity. 

Mr.  Cripps.]  Quite  so,  sir,  but  directly  it  comes 
to  a  question  of  something  in  a  report  and  the 
names  of  the  gentlemen  consulted,  if  we  have 
the  rej^ort,  it  saves  time. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

169.  I  am  not  going  to  ask  a  single  question 
about  the  report,  but  in  answer  to  the  Chair- 
man's suggestion  I  am  trying  to  get  the  names 
of  the  officers.  (To  the  fVitness.)  With  regard 
to  the  purity  of  the  Thames,  I  believe  Mr.  Dib- 
din  is  your  chemist  ? — Yes. 

170.  And  Mr.  Hay  ward  is  your  controller? — 
Mr.  Hayward  is  our  controller. 

171.  I  think  Mr.  Gomm  is  yom*  statistical 
officer  ? — Mr.  Goram  is  our  statistical  officer. 

B  4  172.  Controller 
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Chairman. 

172.  Controller  of  what  ?— Of  accounts. 

173.  Who  is  Mr.  Gomm  ?  —  The  statistical 
officer. 

174.  Of  all  kinds  of  statistics  ?— Yes,  every- 
thing with  respect  to  reports  of  the  companios' 
capital,  their  dealings,  the  position  of  their 
debenture  debt,  and  all  that  sort  of  thing  ;  any- 
thing in  the  sliape  of  returns  from  documents 
which  have  been  published  under  any  of  the 
Commissions  it  would  be  the  duty  of  that 
statistical  officer  to  collect ;  such  as  the  number 
of  houses  supplied  by  each  company,  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

175.  Then  I  think  as  to  ail  questions  of  Parlia- 
mentary procedure,  powers  of  companies,  and 
such  things,  you  would  be  advised  by  Mr.  Crlpps, 
your  Parliamentary  adviser  ?— Yes.  Of  course 
after  the  order  was  made  by  the  Council  adopting 
the  instruction  or  recommendation  to  apply  by 
these  Bills  to  Parliament,  the  matter  under  the 
Standing  Orders  goes  to  the  Parliamentary 
Committee,  but  in  order  to  have  the  advantage 
of  the  advice  of  the  Committee  which  is  dealing 
with  water  generally  and  which  had  made  pre- 
vious investigations,  we  appointed  a  Sub-Com- 
mittee from  the  Parhamentary  Committee,  upon 
which  Sub- Committee  were  added  Members  of  the 
Finance  Committee,  and  .  Members  from  the 
Water  Committee.  Mr.  Bassett  Hopkins  was 
the  Chairman  of  that  Water  Committee  up  to 
this  last  Election  when  he  returned  ;  he  will  be 
called.  Mr.  Hoare,  and  1  forget  who  else,  were 
appointed  from  the  Finance  Committee. 

176.  You  say  after  having  these  reports  and 
very  carefully  considering  these  matters,  the 
Council  considered  it  desirable  that  these  matters 
should  be  included  in  Clause  6,  as  matters  to  be 
considered  by  the  arbitrator? — Yes. 

177.  I  will  take  them  very  shortly.  The  first 
subject-matter  is  "  The  condition  and  state  of 
repair."  That  is  purely  an  engineering  question 
upon  which  the  engineer  will  give  evidence  ? — 
Quite. 

178.  Then,  as  regards  the  next  point,  "The 
legal  powers  of  the  Company  to  take  water,  and 
the  probability  of  such  powers  being  limited," 
I  think  that  you  have  almost  dealt  with,  have  yen 
not,  or  rather  it  has  been  dealt  with  in  the 
opening  address  of  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  ? — It 
has  been  with  the  exception  of  this  point.  I  am, 
and  have  been  for  some  years  nou,  one  of  the 
representatives  of  the  Council  on  the  Thames 
Conservancy  Board,  and  I  was  present  and  took 
part  in  the  settlement  of  the  Act  of  last  year 
with  reference  to  the  Thames  Conservancy 
re-constitution.  On  that  occasion  the  question 
of  drawing  additional  quantities  of  water  from 
the  Thames  arose,  and  the  conservators  opposed 
the  water  companies  being  allowed  to  draw  any 
more  water  from  the  Thames  Valley  beyond  that 
which  they  were  legally  then  entitled  to  draw, 
and  Parliament  inserted  a  provision  in  the  Act 
of  1854  declaratory  of  that  state  of  things. 

179.  As  regards  that  point  which  you  were  just 
answering,  I  think  it  is  the  fact,  is  it  not,  that  the 
Thames  Conservancy  is  already,  in  respect  of 
this  very  Bill,  proposing  certain  limitations  as  to 
the  taking  of  water  ?  —  Yes,  they  object  very 
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strongly  to  any  more  water  being  taken  from  the 
Thames  Valley  ;  they  are  bound  by  their  statute, 
Section  91,  "  By  all  laAvful  and  proper  means  to 
preserve  and  maintain  at  all  times  and  as  far  as 
may  be  the  flow  and  purity  of  the  water  of  the 
E-iver  Thames."  Of  course  Londoners  and  the 
County  Council  are  very  largely  interested  in 
that  question  apart  from  water  companies.  The 
Act  of  1885  made  and  declared  the  Thames  a 
public  navigable  river  for  the  purposes  of  recrea- 
tion, and  it  is  recited  in  that  Act  that  the  reason 
of  passing  that  statute  was  in  consequence  of 
the  increase  of  the  population  of  the  metropolis, 
so  that  Londoners  regard  under  that  Act  the 
Thames  as  a  recreation  ground,  and  that  it  is  of 
the  greatest  possible  importance  on  that  ground, 
apart  from  any  other  question,  to  maintain  the 
flow  in  the  upper  river,  and  that  water  should 
not  be  abstracted  for  other  purposes. 

180.  Are  you  also  aware  that  in  the  petitions 
presented  against  this  Bill  on  behalf  of  Hert- 
fordshire, Middlesex,  and  Kent  it  is  suggested 
that  no  further  water  should  be  taken  from  the 
Thames  ? — Yes. 

181.  While  upon  this  point  I  will  direct  your 
attention  to  the  report  of  the  Local  Grovernment 
Board.  Do  you  know  that  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board  in  the  report  which  they  have  pre- 
sented to  Parliament  this  Session  take  the  same 
view  as  to  restricting  the  intake  ? — Yes. 

182.  That,  I  think  arises  particularly  in  the 
case  of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  Company.  I 
will  not  go  into  it  now.  Pursuing  what  you 
were  saying,  the  adequacy  and  efficiency  of  the 
sources  of  supply,  and  of  the  filter-beds,  is,  of 
course,  an  engineering  question  ? — Yes. 

183.  But,  of  course,  although  it  is  an  en- 
gineering question,  it  is  a  question  which  has 
been  very  carefully  considered  by  your  com- 
mittee of  the  Council  ? — Yes,  very  carefully. 

184.  And  when  I  say  your  committee,  I  mean 
not  merely  the  Parliamentary  Committee,  but 
also  the  Water  Committee  ? — Yes. 

185.  The  next  one  is,  "  The  probable  necessity 
of  the  future  introduction  of  a  new  source  of 
supply,  and  new  and  improved  works."  Has 
that,  again,  been  very  carefully  considered  ?— 
That  has  engaged  the  attention  of  the  Water 
Committee  especially,  and  it  has  never  been  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Water  Committee 
except  in  so  far  as  it  may  be  introduced  into  this 
matter. 

186.  And  I  believe  your  engineer  has  had  to 
carefully  consider  that  question,  has  he  not,  and 
will  be  prepared  to  give  us  full  evidence  upon  it  ? 
—He  will. 

187.  Then,  as  regards  the  question  of  the 
legality  of  the  charges  now  made  or  claimed  to 
be  made  by  the  Lambeth  Company,  that  you 
have  already  dealt  with,  I  think,  in  the  answer 
you  gave  me  yesterday  ? — Yes. 

188.  That  is  a  subject  which  may  have  to  be 
dealt  with  in  more  detail ;  but,  as  far  as  the  broad 
lines  are  concerned,  I  think  you  have  already 
given  your  views  on  the  subject  speaking  for  the 
Council  ? — Yes,  broadly. 

189.  Have  you  anything  special  you  would 
like  to  add  before  I  pass  from  that  point? — 

With 
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With  regard  to  that  question  of  the  charges  and 
the  reasonableness  of  the  charges,  of  course  there 
is  involved  the  question  of  competition,  and  the 
result  of  the  present  state  of  things  is  this,  that 
you  have  got  the  four  standards  of  charge  estab- 
lished in  the  different  sets  of  companies.  The 
Lambeth  Company  is  Standard  No.  1,  then  comes 
the  Kent  Company,  then  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company,  and  the  East  London  Com- 
pany ;  then  come  the  four  companies  under  the 
Act  of  1852,  and  those  four  companies  whose 
charges  were  so  limited,  each  of  them  acquired 
under  the  Act  of  1852  powers  to  go  into  and  had 
an  extension  of  their  water  area  of  supply  into 
the  areas  of  the  other  water  companies  given 
them.     In  this  particular  case,  the  Lambeth 
charges  being  the  highest  standard,  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Company  had  powers  to  go 
into  the  same  area  with  Standard  No.  2.  Then, 
in  1852,  the  West  Middlesex  Company  having 
powers  to  go  into  a  very  large  portion  of  this 
area  of  Lambeth  and  of  Southwark,  the  West 
Middlesex    Company's   charges  in  1852  were 
based  upon  the   4   per   cent,   standard.  The 
practical  result  of  it  is  this,  that  in  consequence 
of  the  clause  in  those  Acts  containing  the  proviso 
that  they  were  not  bound  to  go  where  another 
company   was   already   supplying.     The  con- 
sumers in  the  districts  of  the    Lambeth  and 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  have  never 
been  able  to  legally  call  upon  the  West  Middlesex 
Company  to  exercise  these  powers,  and  give 
them  the  cheaper  rate  of  the  4  per  cent,  stan- 
dard :  so  that  in  point  of  fact  many  districts  in 
these  areas  are  now  paying  on  the  7  per  cent, 
standard,  the  Lambeth  charges ;  whereas  if  the 
West  Middlesex  Company  had  gone  into  those 
areas  they  would  only  be  paying  the  4  per  cent, 
standard.    It  is  not  merely  the  power  to  supply 
at  that  rate,  but  the  statistical  officer  and  other 
witnesses  will  be  able  to  satisfy  the  Committee 
that  the  charge  invariably  made  is  a  charge  up 
to  the  maximum,  so  that  it  is  a  maximum  charge 
always,  and  not  merely  a  power  to  go  and  exer- 
cise it  up  to  that  raaximtun.    And  in  point  of 
fact  it  comes  to  this,  that  by  giving  this  maximum, 
and  by  exercising  it  the  companies,  in  fact,  do 
not  Lupply  upon  charges,  having  regard  to  the 
necessities  or  the  wants,  or  the  quality  of  water 
supplied,  but  simply  use  the  maximum  practically 
as  a  matter  of  local  taxation.    It  is,  in  fact,  a 
local  taxation  upon  a  rental  following  the  Valua- 
tion Act  of  1869.    For  instance,  take  my  own 
case ;  I  bought  a  new  house  about  five  years 
ago ;  I  was  put  on  the  provisional  list.  The 
moment  I  was  put  on  the  provisional  list  1  had  a 
water  rate  demand  for  the  amount  at  which  I  was 
rated,  the  full  amount.    I  appealed  against  the 
rate,  and  they  reduced  the  rating ;  but,  in  the 
interval,  I  had  had  a  demand  from  the  water 
company,  and  they  charged  me  the  full  amount 
of  the  water  rate  irrespective  of  the  amount  of 
supply  or  the  amount  of  demand,  and,  of  course, 
necessarily  had  to  reduce  it  when  the  rate  was 
reduced.    But  that  is  only  illustrative  as  show- 
ing that  the  governing  element  in  the  rate  which 
is  demanded  is  that  of  rental  value,  and  to  the 
maximum  irrespective  of  any  other  considera- 
tions.   I  drew  no  more  water,  and  a  great  num- 
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ber  of  pei  sons  in  that  part  where  I  live  draw  no 
more  water,  but  draw  less. 

190.  In  fact,  you  Only  give  ihat  as  an  example 
of  what  other  persons  suffered  from  ? — Quite  so, 
by  reason  of  the  exercise  of  the  rating  power 
being  always  up  to  the  maximum. 

191.  I  think  the  next  two  points  are  engineer- 
ing ;  the  reduction,  insufficiency  of  filtration,  and 
in  respect  of  works  and  plant ;  that  is  a  matter 
which  the  engineer  will  speak  to  ? — Yes  ;  but 
there  is  one  other  observation  I  should  like  to 
make ;  that  in  certain  highly  rated  areas  which 
are  exceptional,  there  the  companies  do  not 
charge ;  for  instance,  take  the  important  banks 
and  other  places  in  the  City  area  which  are 
highly  rated  :  those  are  not  charged  up  to  the 
maximum,  and  what  is  the  result  ?  That  the 
domestic  supply  to  the  householder  is  charged  up 
to  the  maximuu).  It  is  rated  on  a  different  stan- 
dard, and  he  has  to  pay,  in  fact,  for  the  exemption 
which  the  larger  class  of  property  of  that  nature 
is  exempted  from. 

192.  I  will  now  take  you  to  the  next  point. 
"  The  statutory  powers  of  any  other  company  to 
compete  in  any  part  of  the  Lambeth  Company's 
district,  and  the  rights  of  any  other  company  or 
body  to  supply  water  in  the  Lambeth  Company's 
district,  whether  as  now  existing  under  Statute 
or  otherwise,  or  as  may  be  likely  to  exist  in  the 
future."  I  think  you  find,  do  you  not,  that  there 
are  considerable  powers  unexercised  by  the  dif- 
ferent companies,  particularly  the  Lambeth  and 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies,  in  areas 
over  which  they  have  powers  to  supply  ? — Yes  ; 
of  course  it  does  not  matter  where  you  have  com- 
panies overlapping,  whose  water  rental  charge 
and  high  service  and  other  constant  supply  charges 
are  the  same,  it  is  immaterial ;  but  it  is  very 
material  where  you  come  to  those  areas  that  are 
occupied  by  the  four  companies  whose  charges 
are  higher  than  the  standard  even  of  1852. 

193.  It  is  the  fact,  is  it  not,  to  illustrate  what 
we  are  speaking  of,  that  the  West  Middlesex 
Company,  which  has  the  low  charges,  has  power 
to  supply,  but  does  not  supply,  a  very  large  part 
of  the  area  both  of  the  Lambeth  and  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Companies  ? — Yes  :  the  Com- 
mittee will  see  it  on  the  cartoon  up  there.  All 
that  part  coloured  lake  within  the  blue  line 
represents  the  powers  of  the  West  Middlesex 
Company.  You  will  see  the  blue  line  running 
through  2  

194.  The  precise  area,  I  believe,  will  be  given 
by  another  witness  ? — Yes. 

195.  I  want  to  take  it  as  an  illustration  from 
you  ? — Yes,  it  is  only  an  illustration. 

196.  In  the  same  way,  when  we  come  to  deal 
with  other  companies,  we  find  the  same  thing 
existing  in  their  case,  do  we  not? — Yes. 

197.  But  we  will  confine  ourselves  at  present 
to  the  Lambeth  and  Vauxhall  Companies? — 
Yes. 

198.  And  the  Lambeth  Company,  which  is 
the  Bill  now  before  the  Committee,  is  subject 
not  merely  to  competition,  so  far  as  rights  are 
concerned  of  the  West  Middlesex  Company,  but 
also  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  ? 
—Yes. 

199.  I  will  now  pass  to  the  proviso  which 
C  appears 
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appears  at  the  end  of  Clause  6  ;  there  are  three 
tilings  dealt  with,  are  there  not,  in  that  proviso. 
First  of  all : — "  No  allowance  shall  be  made  by 
the  arbitrators  in  respect  of  any  claim,  to  make 
up  to  the  prescribed  rate  any  dividend  which 
shall  have  been  payable  more  than  six  years  pre- 
viously to  the  passing  of  this  Act  "  ? — Yes. 

200.  I  think  you  have  already  dealt  pretty 
fully,  have  you  not,  with  the  question  of  back 
dividends  in  your  previous  evidence  ? — Yes  ; 
there  beiug  a  great  question  us  to  what  is  the 
meaning  of  the  different  clauses  which  are  applied 
in  each  different  Act. 

201.  And  this  is  intended,  is  it  not,  as  a  com- 
pi  omise  based  on  the  analogy  of  what  was  done 
in  the  Gas  Acts  ? — Yes,  based  substantially  on 
the  Gas  Acts  irrespective  of  the  legal  rights. 

202.  And  I  presume,  when  you  were  dealing 
with  this  particular  question,  you  had  before  you 
the  whole  of  the  Report  of  Sir  William  Har- 
court's  Committee,  which  dealt  at  great  length 
■with  this  question  of  back  dividends  — Yes,  and 
the  legal  opinions  that  were  laid  before  the  Com- 
mittee on  that  occasion. 

203.  And  having  considered  that  you  inserted 
this  clause  as  a  compromise  of  this  very  difficult 
question  ?— Yes  ;  three  of  the  companies  of 
course  it  does  not  apply  to,  because  they  are 
already  paying  their  dividend.  The  West 
Middlesex  is  making  a  rebate  by  reason  of  its 
being  over  the  statutory  amount. 

204.  The  next  matter  is  that  the  arbitrator 
shall  not  make  any  allowance  "  in  respect  of  any 
assumed  future  increase  of  the  rateable  value  of 
buildmgs  and  heieditanients  within  the  Lambeth 
Company's  district  other  than  an  increase  due  to 
alterations  or  additions  involving  increased  supply 
of  water."  Of  course,  within  the  metropolis 
valuations  are  regulated  by  the  Assessment  Act 
of  1869  which  provides  for  quinquennial  valua- 
tions ? — Yes. 

205.  And  no  such  Act  prevails  outside  the 
metropolis  ? — No.  In  fact  as  to  the  police  rate, 
which  is  a  rate  assessed  by  the  Receiver  General 
over  the  whole  of  greater  London  and  runs 
throughout  uniformly,  and  is  supposed  to  be 
evenlv  assessed,  recently  the  Keceiver  General 
found  that  in  one  part  of  the  outer  part  of  the 
county,  the  annual  value  was  put  down  at  such  a 
very  low  figure  that  he  would  not  accept  it  for 
his  i*ate,  and  he  had  that  portion  of  the  area  re- 
assessed for  the  purposes  of  the  rate. 

206.  Do  you  lind  that  within  the  metropolis 
there  has  been  a  very  large  increase,  taking 
property  as  a  whole  on  each  of  the  quinquennial 
valuations  ? — We  have  had  it  analysed,  and  the 
annual  increment  of  the  same  properties  in  the 
same  conditions  without  any  additional  building 
or  outlay  Avhatsoever,  is  at  the  rate  250,000/.  a 
year. 

207.  Do  you  find  that  the  watfr  companies 
therefore  are  able  to  increase  their  charges  every 
five  years,  although  the  property  on  which  the 
increased  charge  is  made,  may  be  actually  taking 
less  water  than  it  previously  was  doing  ? — Yes, 
and  that  is  very  often  the  case  in  certain  areas. 
Take  a  west-end  area,  the  annual  value  of  which 
has  nearly  always  been  increasing  for  a  great 
number  of  years,  and  will  increase ;  the  class  of 
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persons  occupying  the  larger  and  better  houses  in 
the  west-end  now  under  modern  conditions  live 
less  in  London,  and  are  more  absent  for  a  longer 
time  ;  yet  whether  their  consumption  of  water  is 
much  or  little  they  are  still  charged  upon  the 
quinquennial  valuation  rate  although  they  may 
not  take  another  drop  more  water  than  they  did 
before  the  quinquennial  valuation  was  made. 

208.  Of  course,  ever  since  the  year  1869,  the 
water  companies  have  had  the  benefit  of  these 
increases  under  the  quinquennial  valuations  ? — 
Yes. 

209.  Do  you  think  it  is  fair  that  this  suggestion 
to  the  arbitrator  should  be  made  that  he  should 
not  make  allowance  for  increase  on  future  quin- 
quennials, unless  in  respect  of  outlay  by  the 
company  for  water? — That  we  consider  was  a 
fair  and  proper  standard,  and  we  do  not  under- 
stand why  the  area  inside  the  county  should  be 
assessed  and  rated,  and  water  rented  at  a  diflferent 
standard  to  that  outside  the  county,  the  more  so 
as  the  increase  of  population,  as  to  which  this 
water  question  has  arisen,  must  necessarily  take 
place  outside  the  county,  because  inside  the 
county  there  is  very  little  area  now  that  is  not 
already  covered  and  inhabited  ;  and  if  the  Royal 
Commission  statistics  are  to  be  accepted  of 
eleven-and-a-half  millions  of  population  by  1,931, 
that  increase  of  six  millions  must  necessarily  be  in 
outer  Londtm,  which  will  be  assessed  on  the  outer 
rental  annual  value  system,  and  not  on  the  quin- 
quennial high  standard  valuation  prevalent  in  the 
metropolis. 

210.  I  think  that  gives  the  views  of  the  council 
upon  that  point.  Now,  if  you  please,  take  the 
last  paragraph  of  that  proviso  :  "  And  no  addition 
shall  be  made  to  the  fair  and  reasonable  value  of 
the  undertaking  in  respect  of  compulsory  sale." 
As  no  doubt  the  Committee  are  aware,  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act,  although  there  is  no  provi- 
sion in  the  Act,  an  allowance  is  frequently  made 
in  respect  of  property  being  compulsorily  taken? 
— Yes,  that  has  grown  up  as  a  custom.  The 
matter  was  very  much  discussed  in  the  question 
of  compensation  on  the  Housing  of  the  Working 
Classes  Commission  of  1880  ;  and  it  was  again 
discussed  before  the  House  of  Lords  recently  on 
the  inquiry  that  they  had  into  the  subject  of 
Betterment.  Objection  has  always  been  taken  to 
this  custom  being  allowed  to  perpetuate  in  the 
cases  of  public  authorities. 

211.  In  this  case,  do  you  find,  from  the  actual 
facts  and  history,  that  the  companies  are  them- 
selves willing  sellers  ? — Yes. 

212.  They  were  at  the  tune  of  the  bargains 
made  by  Mr.  Smith,  which  were  afterwards 
brought  before  Lord  Cross's  Committee  ?  —  That 
is  so. 

Mr.  CrippsP\  We  join  issue  on  that. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

213.  Of  course,  I  do  not  assimie  my  learned 
friends  agree  with  it.  I  am  merely  putting  Mr. 
Harrison's  views  as  representing  the  County 
Council.  (To  the  Witness.)  Do  the  council 
consider  that  this  is  a  case  where,  if  a  fair  and 
reasonable  value  is  paid  to  the  company,  there 
should  be  no  further  addition  any  more  than  there 
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Mr.  Freeiniin — continued, 
is  in  the  housing  of  the  working  classes  ? — Yes. 
Although  it  has  grown  up  as  a  custom  there  is 
no  law  giving  it,  but  there  are  laws  in  many 
instances— the  Housing  of  the  Working  Classes 
Act  and  the  Parish  Councils  Act,  and  other 
Acts — which  expressly  in  words  prohibit  the 
10  per  cent,  clause  being  given. 

214.  I  have  only  one  or  two  matters  to  ask  you 
about,  which  are  specifically  alluded  to  in  the 
Petitions.  First  of  all,  is  the  scheme  of  the  Bill 
as  regards  debenture  holders  to  buy  up  the  entire 
concern  at  its  fair  value,  and  then  to  protect  the 
debenture  holders  so  that  they  shall  be  properly 
paid  off  with  the  whole  of  their  interest  ?  — It  is  ; 
t)ut  before  you  go  to  that,  might  I  add  on  the  6th 
clause  that  Ave  desire  the  arbitrator  should  be  in 
the  position  of  a  Committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons,  so  that  these  questions  may  be  con- 
sidered by  him.  With  the  exception  of  that 
proviso  there  is  no  direction  here.  If  a  Com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Commons  were  a  tribunal 
capable  of  sitting  down  and  filling  in  the  figure  as 
well  as  the  principle  of  the  purchase,  they  would 
have  all  these  matters  before  them  and  would 
consider  them,  but  if  it  simply  put  as  a  purchase 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
those  considerations  would  be  excluded,  the  con- 
siderations merely  of  the  subject. 

215.  In  other  words,  do  you  desire  th;it  the 
arbitrator  should  be  untrammelled  by  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  but  should  continue  to  consider 
the  whole  facts  of  the  case  precisely  as  if  it  were 
a  Committee  of  the  Houee  sitting  on  it  ? — Yes, 
we  consider  it  should  be  a  tribunal  sitting  as  a 
Committee  of  the  House  of  Parliament. 

216.  You  were  saying  that  as  regards  the 
debenture-holders  you  provide,  or  intend  to  pro- 
vide, in  your  Bill  for  their  absolute  security  ? — 
Yes.  I  have  had  great  trouble  about  this,  and 
having  had  great  dealings  with  companies  and 
capitals,  I  say  this  :  The  scheme  of  the  Bill  is  that 
as  the  undertaking  is  vested  in  the  council,  the 
purchase-money  shall  be  the  purchase-money  for 
the  entire  undertaking,  and  that  then  out  of  the 
total  cash  representing  the  purchase-money  there 
shall  be  attributed  to  the  debenture  capital  or 
credited  to  capital,  whether  it  is  loan  or 
debenture,  whatever  is  fair  or  proper  as  repre- 
senting that  portion  of  the  debt,  so  that  their 
riglits  shall  not  be  impaired  pecuniarily  or 
otherwise  a  single  farthing,  and  that  then  the 
balance,  which  is  left  out  of  that  cash  purchase- 
money  will,  of  course,  be  appropriated  to  the 
shareholders  for  division.  In  the  frequent 
schemes  under  the  Railway  Acts  and  others  for 
re-organisation  there  is  no  difficulty  at  all.  The 
councils  are  not  making  two  bargains  —one  with 
tbe  debenture-holders  and  one  with  the  share- 
holders ;  they  are  buying  the  complete  and 
entire  undertaking  just  as  if  they  were  pur- 
chasing property  for  a  street  improvement.  They 
buy  the  property,  whether  it  is  subject  to  ibort- 
gage  or  not  ;  they  pay  the  money  into  coui  t  or  to 
the  sellers,  and  out  of  that  total  price  for  the 
purchase  every  mortgagee's  right  is  fully  pro- 
tected— he  is  fully  paid,  and  it  is  immaterial  to  the 
council  in  what  form  those  clauses  are  framed  so 
long  as  that  result  is  attained.  We  have  endea- 
voured in  these  clauses  to  provide  that  the  debenture 
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stock,  which  is  a  4  per  cent,  stock,  must  absolutely 
be  secured — that  the  holder  should  be  paid  the 
price  ascertained  by  arbitration  if  necessary  at  a 
fair  value  during  the  last  financial  year  of  the 
Lambeth  Company  preceding  the  deposit  of  the 
Bill.    You  will  find  that  at  line  20,  Clause  11. 

Mr.  Rigg. 

217.  Will  you  kindly  repeat  that? — J  say  the 
scheme  is  framed  on  the  principle  that  out  of  the 
purchase-money  the  debenture  stock  holders 
should  be  paid  the  fair  value  of  such  debenture 
stock  ascertained  by  the  arbitrator  during  the 
last  financial  year  of  the  Lambeth  Company  pre- 
ceding the  deposit  of  this  Bill.  Then  the  balance 
will  belong  for  division  amongst  the  share- 
holders according  to  their  different  classes.  But 
if  those  words  are  not  sufficient  it  is  immaterial 
after  we  have  paid  the  purchase-money  how  it  is 
divided  between  the  mortgagees  or  creditors,  and 
if  Parliament  desires  to  add  any  further  words  to 
protect  their  interests  the  council  will  not  make 
the  slightest  objection. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

2LS.  Some  of  the  petitions  raised  the  point 
that  under  the  scheme  of  the  Bill  you  propose  to 
transfer  the  undertakings  of  the  companies  to  the 
council,  although  the  actual  moneys  may  not  have 
been  paid.  Is  there  any  difficulty  or  risk  in  that 
under  the  circumstances  ? — No ;  none.  The 
London  County  Council  stands  in  a  special 
position  as  regards  money.  The  Money  Bill  is  an 
annual  Bill,  and  has  to  be  introduced  into  Parlia- 
ment, with  the  sanction  of  the  Treasury,  each 
yeai',  and  every  year  the  unexhausted  borrowing 
powers  are  all  surrendered,  and  powers  are 
regranted  to  the  council.  There  would  not  be 
the  slightest  difficulty  at  all  if  the  Ti-ausfer  Bill 
goes  through  in  providing  in  the  Money  Bill  that 
necessary  stock  should  be  raised  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  the  purchase.  The  rateable 
value  is  something  like  33  millions  ;  the  nett  debt 
of  the  council  on  that  is  between  17  millions  and 
18  millions — about  half  a  year's  purchase.  The 
security  is  most  ample. 

219.  That  really  sufficiently  deals  with  that 
point,  which  is  not  one  of  much  importance.  I 
want  to  ask  you  this  in  conclusion.  In  your 
opinion,  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  council,  if  these 
undertakings  are  transferred  as  is  proposed  by 
the  Bills  to  the  council,  will  it  involve  a  very 
considerable  administrative  saving  in  the  manage- 
ment of  their  affairs  ? — We  think  so.  We  have 
been  carefully  into  that  question,  and,  of 
course,  have  had  the  advantage  also  of  com- 
ments of  the  public  press  and  in  papers  by 
Mr.  Wilson  and  others  ;  they  one  and  all  agree 
with  us  in  our  estimate  of  very  great  economy 
being  capable  of  being  effected  if  they  were 
under  one  management. 

220.  i  think  all  that  was  summarised,  was  it 
not.  before  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee  ? 
—Yes. 

Mr.  Freeman.^ — I  do  not  know  at  the  present 
time  that  I  need  go  into  it  in  chief,  but  I  will 
leave  it  to  one  of  my  learned  friends  who  desire 
to  raise  it  in  cross-examination.  I  think  that  is 
all  I  have  to  ask  you  at  this  point. 

C  2  221.  I  want 
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Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Pember. 

221.  I  want  to  ask  you  one  or  two  questions 
on  behalf  of  the  West  Middlesex  Water  Com- 
pany, for  whom  I  appear.  Of  course,  when  the 
London  County  Council  seek  to  become  the 
water  authority  for  London  they  mean  for  the 
whole  of  London  ?— Certainly  ;  when  they  have 
acquired  the  undertakings  they  will  be  the 
water  authority  for  the  whole  of  London. 

222.  No,  no.  Do  you  seek  to  be  the  water 
authority  for  the  whole  of  London,  or  do  you  not  ? 
— Certainly,  by  these  Bills. 

223.  1  quite  understand  that ;  and  when  you 
make  yourself  the  water  authority  for  the  whole 
of  London,  do  you  admit  also  that  along  with 
that  should  go  the  necessity  for  purchasing  all 
the  undertakings  of  the  eight  companies  ? — Yes, 
either  purchasing  or  making  arrangements.  If 
we  can  effect  a  purchase  we  shovild  on  fair  and 
reasonable  terms. 

224.  Do  you  contemplate  constituting  yourself 
the  water  authority  for  London  without  pur- 
chase ;  if  you  cannot  get  such  terms  as  you 
like,  do  you  still  contemplate  you  are  entitled  to 
become  the  water  authority  for  London  ? — Cer- 
tainly. 

225.  You  do  ?— Yes. 

226.  If  you  do  not  get  such  terms  as  you  like  ? 
—  If  we  do  not  get  what  are  considered  fair  and 
equitable  terms  as  is  proposed  by  what  we  have 
already  submitted  in  these  Bills. 

227.  Do  I  understand  this  :  that  unless  you  get 
your  way  about  the  Arbitration  Clause  (for 
that  is  what  it  comes  to)  you  claim  the  riirht 
to  drop  all  the  Bills  and  still  become  the  w£iter 
authority  for  London  ? — I  do  not  know  what 
may  happen  ;  it  will  depend  upon  the  passing  of 
these  Bills. 

228.  What  will  depend  on  it  ?— The  future 
course  of  action. 

229.  Then  on  the  fate  of  these  Bills  surely  must 
depend  the  fact  whether  you  become  the  water 
authority  of  London  or  not  ? — No,  we  only 
become  the  water  authority  for  London  by  the 
transfer  of  these  various  undertakings  and  their 
being  vested  in  council. 

230.  Then  it  comes  to  what  I  say  :  unless  you 
buy  these  undertakings  you  will  not  be  the  water 
authority  for  London  ? — That  is  obvious. 

231.  It  has  taken  some  time  to  make  it  so. 
That  being  so  you  are  now  going  on  with 
two  Bills,  and  two  Bills  alone  ?— No,  we  are 
going  on  with  all  the  Bills  as  hard  as  ever  we 
can  go. 

232.  Are  you  ? — I  hope  so. 

232a.  Then  why  did  you  get  Parliament  to 
postpone  the  second  reading  of  six  out  of  the 
eight  if  you  are  going  on  with  them  all  as 
hard  as  you  can  go? — For  a  very  good 
reason  ;  it  is  no  good  to  put  them  into  this 
paper  and  have  the  attendances  of  the  parties  at 
great  cost  while  the  Committee  is  engaged  on 
these  Bills. 

233.  Whatever  we  do,  do  not  let  us  play 
with  (me  another.  What  party  would  have 
to  be  present  if  all  these  Bills  were  being 
proceeded  with  who  are  not  here  now  ? — All 
the  parties. 

234.  Is  not  everybody  who  opposes  any  one  of 
the  Bills  here  now  ? — No. 


Mr,  Pember — continued. 

235.  Who  is  not? — I  do  not  think  any  of  the 
outlying  authorities  are  present  on  this  occasion. 

236.  Is  Hertfordshire  here  ? — I  do  not  know. 

237.  Do  you  not  ? — I  do  not  know. 

238.  Seriously,  do  you  not  know  ?—  I  really  da 
not  know. 

239.  Do  you  mean  to  say  you  have  not 
troubled  yourself  to  find  out  ? — I  have  not  read 
the  appearances. 

240.  You  have  not  had  enough  interest  in  it  to 
read  the  appearances  ? — No. 

241.  Will  you  take  it  from  me  that  Hertford- 
shire is  here  ? — Yes. 

242.  Will  you  take  it  from  me  that  Middlesex 
is  here  ? — Yes. 

243.  Will  you  take  it  from  me  that  Kent  is 
here  ? — Yes. 

244.  And  Surrey  you  have  settled  with  ? — All 
Surrey. 

245.  They  were  here? — No,  they  did  not 
appear  by  counsel — we  agreed. 

246.  At  all  events,  it  would  not  make  anyone 
that  is  not  here  now  a  necessary  party  to  any  of 
these  proceedings  if  all  these  Bills  went  on  ? — 
There  are  appearances  and  appearances.  It  is 
one  thing  to  appear,  and  another  thing  to  appear 
hostilely. 

247.  Once  more,  do  not  let  us  play.  Do  you 
mean  to  say  if  the  other  six  Bills  were  before  the 
Committee  at  this  moment  that  Surrey  would  be 
more  in  the  room  than  it  is  now  ? — No  ;  certainly 
not  Svirrey. 

248.  Is  Essex  here? — If  you  tell  me  it  is  I 
take  it  from  you. 

249.  And  you  will  take  it  from  me  that  all  the 
eight  water  companies  are  here,  I  suppose  ? — I 
daresay. 

250.  What  other  party  who  is  possibly  con- 
cerned in  the  matter  could  be  represented  before 
the  Committee? — It  is  not  for  me  to  say  what 
course  the  Committee  will  take  with  regard  to 
the  interest  of  Essex  in  a  question  with  regard  to 
conditions  affecting  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Bills,  but  the  fact  is  known  that 
we  have  settled  with  the  outlying  authority  in 
Surrey,  and  that  we  are  already  in  negotiation, 
and  have  been  for  some  time,  with  Essex  and 
other  County  Councils  for  the  settlement  of  their 
areas,  and  the  conditions  of  each  company,  as  I 
have  already  pointed  out,  are  so  totally  different 
and  so  totally  separate  that  I  think  the  mode  in 
which  the  outlying  authorities  may  be  treated  in 
one  case  and  in  another  may  be  upon  a  totally 
different  basis. 

251.  Possibly.  Then  would  it  not  have  been 
perfectly  simple  to  bring  them  one  by  one  into 
the  room  to  discuss  their  own  particular  circum- 
stances with  regard  to  each'  Bill  one  after  the 
other  ? — That  is  just  what  is  being  done  by  treat- 
ing these  Bills  as  they  are  being  treated — namely, 
as  separate  Bills  for  separate  undertakings,  the 
consideration  of  which  undertaking  can  alone  be 
the  subject  of  investigation,  although  there  may 
be  some  principles  common  to  all  of  them. 

252.  Does  it  not  occur  to  you  that  there  is  this 
danger  of  which  a  good  many  of  us  are  afraid:  that 
if  you  get  these  two  Bills  you  may  drop  the  other 
six  ? — 1  will  promise  you  not. 

253.  You  will  ?— Yes. 

254.  Have  you  any  objection  to  see  a  clause 

put 
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put  into  each  of  these  Bills  to  the  effect  that  you 
shall  not  complete  the  purchases  of  them  until 
you  have  given  a  valid  notice  to  treat  to  each  of 
the  other  six  companies? — I  should  object  to  that 
clause. 

255.  Why,  if  you  are  serious  and  honest  ? — I 
am  perfectly  honest,  but  I  object  to  them.  I 
object  to  suspend  the  operation  and  the  working 
out  of  the  Act  by  the  mere  accident  that  any  one 
Bill  was  excluded  by  reason  of  Parliament  not 
being  able  to  get  through  the  business  in  time. 

256.  Does  it  not  occur  to  you  that  you  might 
have  proceeded  for  the  purchase  of  the  whole 
eight  companies  by  one  Bill  ? — That  I  am  quite 
clear  you  could  not. 

257.  Why  ? — I  think  I  have  given  the  reasons 
in  my  examination-in-chief. 

258.  I  daresay — I  know  what  they  are.  You 
say  the  circumstances  of  the  various  companies 
are  different  ? — Totally — the  chai'ges  and  every- 
thing— I  think  I  have  adduced  very  many 
reasons. 

259.  I  know  you  have,  and  I  know  what  they 
are  perfectly  well.  But  now  let  me  ask  you 
this :  If  it  were  impossible  to  proceed  for  the 
purchase  of  all  the  eight  companies  by  one  Bill 
how  comes  it  that  all  the  eight  Bills  are  abso- 
lutely identical  in  terms  ? — No,  they  are  not, 
excuse  me. 

260.  Will  you  show  me  any  difference  in 
them  ? — Yes. 

261.  The  New  River  is  different  to  some  ex- 
tent, I  know  ? — I  will  take  this  very  case.  You 
will  find  the  Lambeth  Bill  is  not  the  same  as  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill. 

262.  How  does  it  differ  ? — I  will  tell  you  in  a 
moment. 

263.  And  yet  you  can  take  them  together? — 
Yes. 

264.  What  is  the  difference  between  the  two 
Bills  ? — I  will  tell  you  in  a  moment,  if  you  will 
allow  me. 

265.  Which  is  the  first  difference  ?— I  will  tell 
you  in  a  moment,  if  you  will  allow  me  to  refer  to 
the  Bills. 

Chairm(ii>J\  Let  me  have  a  copy  of  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Bill. 

Mr.  Pember. 

266.  (To  the  Witness.)  Can  you  tell  me  which 
is  the  first  clause,  which  differs,  Mr.  Harrison  ? 
— I  do  not  see  any  difference. 

267.  Now  we  will  take  any  other  Bill  except 
the  New  River — will  you  show  me  any  difference 
between  them  and  the  Lambeth  ? — My  impression 
is  that  the  difference  consists  

268.  No,  I  want  to  see  what  they  are ;  let  us 
have  the  Bills  and  look  at  them.  It  was  so 
absolutely  impossible  to  draw  one  Bill  for  the 
eight  companies.  Now,  I  Avant  to  see  wnere  the 
difiference  between  the  eight  Bills  lies,  and  I 
would  rather  see  the  Bills  ;  which  would  you 
like  to  take,  I  do  not  care  which  you  take .'' — My 
impression  on  which  I  gave  the  answer  was  that 
those  that  were  subject  to  the  Act  of  1847  and 
incorporated  the  Act  of  1847  were  treated  dif- 
ferently to  those  that  did  not. 

269.  How  many  do  not  incorporate  the  Act  of 
384. 
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1847  out  of  the  eight?— There  is  one — the  New 
River — Part  11. — it.  is  not  at  all  in. 

270.  I  knew  you  would  take  the  New  River, 
because  I  asked  you  not ;  but  I  do  not  say  you 
are  not  justified  for  that  reason.  But  there  is 
one  special  fact  about  the  New  River  which 
might  have  been  met  by  a  clause  nbout  its  land, 
and  so  on.  Now,  what  company  is  there,  except 
the  Lambeth,  that  does  not  incorporate  the  Act 
of  1847  ? — I  think  that  with  the  exception  of 
Lambeth  and  Kent  they  are  all  exempt  from 
Clause  35  of  the  Act  of  1847. 

271.  Quite  so  r — That  is  the  whole  point  re- 
lating to  competition. 

272.  Do  you  mean  to  say  the  fact  that  Lam- 
beth is  not  exempt  from  one  particular  clause  of 
the  Act  of  1847  could  not  have  been  met  by  a 
clause  in  a  General  Bill  ? — No,  you  will  find  in 
the  East  London  again  there  is  a  difference, 
because  in  Part  IL  there  is  an  amendment  of  the 
Acts. 

273.  But  do  you  mean  to  say  you  could  not 
have  met  minor  differences  of  that  kind  by  one 
BiU? — No,  we  do  not  think  they  are  minor  differ- 
ences. 

274.  Do  you  mean  to  say  they  could  not  have 
been  met  by  a  clause  ? — No. 

275.  Take  any  Bill  you  pleasie,  and  show  me 
how  many  clauses  are  altered  in  the  Bill  which 
you  say  differs  from  the  Lambeth,  independent  of 
the  points  you  are  now  suggesting  to  the  Com- 
mittee— how  many  clauses  in  the  Bill  would  it 
involve  alteration  of  ? — It  would  involve  the  in- 
troduction of  Part  II.  in  the  New  River  and 
Part  M.  of  the  East  London. 

276.  They  are  the  same.  Part  II.  is  the 
transfer  of  the  undertaking  by  agreement  ? — No, 
Part  II.,  you  will  find,  is  not  in  those  words. 

277.  Part  II.  is  "  the  Lambeth  Company  on 
the  one  hand,  and  the  Council  on  the  other,  may 
enter  into  any  agreement  for  the  sale  and  trans- 
fer ?  " — Yes,  Part  II.  of  the  Lambeth  is  totally 
different. 

Chairman. 

278.  Will  you  let  us  know  exactly  in  what 
position  these  Bills  are  ?  As  I  understood  you 
to  say,  they  were  read  a  second  time  in  the 
House  of  Commons,  but  were  not  read  a  third 
time  ? — They  have  been  read  a  second  time,  and 
postponed  xmtil  the  13th  June,  until  it  is  seen 
what  progress  is  made  with  the  Bills  before  this 
Committee. 

Mr.  Pember. 

279.  No;  the  second  reading  is  postponed  to 
some  day  in  June  ? — Yes. 

Chairman. 

280.  As  I  understand  then,  they  have  been 
read  a  first  time  and  the  second  reading  post- 
poned until  the  middle  of  June '/ — Yes. 

Mr.  Pember. 

281.  By  the  action  of  the  County  Council. 
(To  the  II  itness.^  I  do  not  think  it  is  any  use 
you  and  I  taking  up  any  more  time  about  this. 
I  have  asked  you  to  point  out  the  differences  in 
the  various  eight  Bills  with  a  view  of  showing, 
if  you  can,  why  those  differences  could  not  have 
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Mr.  PmScr— continued, 
been  accommodated  if  you  are  really  in  earnest 
in  buying  the  whole  eight  ? — There  is  no  doubt 
about  our  being  in  earnest.  The  conditions  as  to 
the  incorporation  of  Part  II.  vary  in  each  of  the 
cases  with  regai-d  to  the  wording  of  the  35th 
section  of  the  Act  of  1847. 

282.  Is  that  the  only  difference  you  can  point 
out? — That  is,  in  substance,  the  only  difference 
in  words. 

Mr.  Pember.']  Then  I  will  deal  with  that  when 
I  come  to  speak.  Before  I  cross-examine  the 
witness  any  further  if  it  were  not  otherwise 
inconvenient  to  the  Committee,  I  should  rather 
like  to  iisk  them  whether,  having  regard  to  the 
declaration  they  made  to  the  effect  that  they 
intended  to  abide  by  what  they  considered  the 
earlier  decisions  of  Parliament,  namely  that  there 
should  be  one  water  authority  for  the  metro- 
polis, that  prevents  one  from  going  into  the 
question  whether  there  should  be  purchase  at  all 
or  into  the  principle  of  purchase. 

Chairman.l  I  do  not  quite  see  what  you 
mean. 

Mr.  Pember.]  I  mean  this,  sir.  Of  course  the 
water  companies,  four  of  whom  I  appear  for 
(and  I  think  I  am  practically  speaking  for  the 
moment  for  all  of  them)  protest  against  the  com- 
pulsory purchase  of  their  undertakings,  and  they 
would  be  prepared,  of  course,  to  discuss  that 
principle  as  not  parliamentary  if  Parliament 
were  ready  to  discuss  it ;  but  I  rather  gather, 
from  the  decision  which  the  Committee  said  they 
had  arrived  at,  that  they  did  not  consider  the 
question  of  whether  the  works  should  be  pur- 
chased on  some  terms  or  other,  or  by  some  body 
or  other,  is  open  to  question. 

Ckairm/iii.]  I  never  heard  of  any  other  means 
of  making  one  central  body  for  the  purpose 
suggested  except  that  of  purchase  ;  and  there- 
fore, as  far  as  I  know,  you  must  accept  the 
pi'inciple  of  purchase  as  included  in  the  decision 
which  we  have  given. 

Mr.  Pember.']  Thank  you,  sir  ;  I  bow  to  that 
decision. 

Chairman.]  Unless  you  can  suggest  some 
alternative  method  which  I  have  not  heard  of. 

Mr.  Pember. 

283.  I  bow  to  that  decis'on.  The  only  thing 
I  wish  to  make  clear  is  that  all  the  companies 
for  whom  I  appear  (and  I  think  I  may  say  the 
whole  of  the  eight)  are  unwilling  sellers,  and 
must  be  treated  as  such.  That  being  so,  I  must 
go  to  the  question  of  the  details,  I  suppose. 
(To  the  Witness.)  I  take  it  as  your  distinct 
declaration  that  the  County  Council  do  not 
intend  to  purchase  one  or  two  of  the  companies, 
but  intend  to  purchase  all  if  they  purchase  any  ? 
—  Certainly. 

284.  Then,  if  that  is  so,  why  cannot  you 
make  that  perfectly  clear,  and  make  it  perfectly 
certain,  both  to  the  companies  and  to  Parliament, 
by  submitting  a  clause  which  would  say  that  you 
shall  not  complete  one  purchase  until  you  have 
given  a  valid  notice  to  treat  to  all  ? — Because  I 
think  that  would  stop  the  working  out  of  the 
purchase. 


Mr.  Pembei — continued. 

285.  Why  should  it  ? — There  are  very  good 
reasons  why.  Supposing  Parliament  had  not 
time  this  Session  to  pass  the  whole  of  the  eight 
Bills,  and  investigate  all  the  matters  appertaining 
to  all,  and,  in  consequence,  supposing  all  the 
eight  Bills  should  not  pass  in  one  Session,  then 
it  would  stop  the  proceeding  with  carrying  out 
the  purchase.  It  is  almost  physically  impossible, 
I  should  say,  to  conduct  eight  references  at  the 
same  moment  of  time. 

286.  Would  you  mind  stopping  for  a  moment, 
because  I  cannot  carry  more  than  two  or  three 
things  in  my  head  at  a  time  ? — Therefore  there 
is  no  reason  why  a  system  which  is  complete 
with  regard  to  the  southern  side  of  the  Thames 
should  not  be  proceeded  with,  and  next  year,  if 
we  can  get  the  Bills  through,  or  even  this  year, 
it  can  be  proceeded  with  

287.  I  think  I  have  gathered  enough  to  see 
this,  that  you  give  two  reasons  why  there  should 
not  be  such  a  clause  :  first  of  all,  that  you  might 
not  be  able  to  get  your  other  Bills  through  on 
the  same  Sessions  as  these  two  ? — Yes. 

288.  And  the  next  is  that  you  could  not  con- 
duct six  references  at  a  time  ? — Yes. 

289.  We  will  suppose  that  these  two  Bills  are 
fought  out,  which  I  hope  will  not  be  the  case, 
would  not  they  decide  the  principle  for  all  the 
other  six,  so  that  the  other  six  would  go  with 
the  greatest  possible  rapidity? — JS'o. 

290.  What  sort  of  thing  would  be  left  unde- 
cided ? — I  can  quite  understand  this  :  that  there 
might  be  valid  objections  by  the  companies,  or 
some  of  them,  as  to  some  of  these  considerations 
which  are  suggested  should  go  before  the  arbi- 
trators, and  which,  in  their  case,  ought  not  to  be 
made  the  subject  of  inquiry. 

291.  But  they  are  all  here  to  discuss  that 
clause  now  ? — No  they  are  not. 

292.  Indeed  they  aie.  There  is  not  a  com- 
pany out  of  the  room.  I  think  you  will  find, 
before  you  are  done,  they  will  all  discuss  it  ? — 
The  conditions  with  reference  to  the  water — its 
supply,  its  condition — drawn  from  the  Thames 
may  be  totally  different  from  that  which  is  drawn 
from  wells  in  Kent. 

293.  But  that  is  a  matter  for  the  arbitrator? — 
I  can  understand  that  Kent  might  object  very 
seriously  to  some  of  the  conditions,  and  that  they 
might  be  matters  which  ought  not  to  be  inserted 
in  their  case.  It  requires  investigation  of  the 
conditions  as  to  each  of  the  undertakings. 

294.  Let  me  ask  you  this  question,  to  which 
you  can  answer  yes  or  no,  and  I  am  sure  it  will 
be  a  relief  to  you  to  do  su.  Are  not  the  condi- 
tions which  you  suggest  the  arbitrator  should 
take  into  his  consideration  exactly  the  same  in 
all  the  eight  Bills  ? — We  ask  for — Yes. 

295.  Would  it  not  be  perfectly  possible  on 
one  of  these  Bills — the  first  one  —the  Lambeth, 
therefore  for  each  of  the  eight  companies  to  say 
all  that  they  have  to  say  upon  the  matters  that 
you  suggest  the  arbitrator  should  take  into  con- 
sideration ?—  No,  because  it  requires  an  investi- 
gation of  a  totally  different  set  of  matters — 
sources  of  supply  powers. 

296.  But  what  has  that  got  to  do  with  it  ? 
The  arbitrator  will  consider  that.  Say  that  the 
Kent  water  is  the  purest  in  the  world,  say,  if 
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you  like,  that  the  West  Middlesex  water  (which 
is  one  of  the  companies  I  appear  for),  or  the 
East  London  or  the  Grand  Junction  were  all  the 
worst,  how  would  that  make  Kent  differ,  except 
in  this  way,  that  Kent  would  be  safer  before  the 
arbitrator  than  we  should  ? — Then,  of  course,  if 
the  eight  companies  are  agreeable  to  be  bound 
absolutely  by  these  conditions  throughout. 

297.  That  is  plain — that  is  what  I  object  to. 
You  know  that  is  plain  ? — But  they  are  not. 

298.  Then,  as  I  understand,  you  take  those 
arbitration  clauses  as  the  main  reason  why  there 
might  be  a  very  long  period  of  time  occupied  in 
the  discussion  of  the  eight  Bills  ? — Certainly. 

2y9,  That  is  your  main  reason,  is  it  ? — That 
is  one  reason. 

300.  Give  another;  what  else  is  there  in  the 
Bills  that  after  the  principle  has  once  been  estab- 
lished on  the  hearing  of  one  Bill,  which  would 
not  practically  decide  it  for  all  the  other  seven  ? 
— I  cannot  tell  you  about  "practically,"  because  I 
do  not  know  what  influence  the  passing  of  this 
Bill  might  have  on  the  other  companies.  It  is 
very  possible  that  if  this,  and  the  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Bills  were  passed  and  settled,  it 
might  have  such  an  influence  as  to  induce  them 
to  agree  and  come  to  terms. 

301.  In  other  words  we  quite  understand  what 
you  mean ;  you  put  it  euphemistically  that  the 
passing  of  these  two  Bills  might  have  such  an 
influence  that  the  other  companies  might  be 
more  ready  to — and  then  you  stop ;  I  will  add 
the  words  "come  in  "  ;  in  other  words,  the  passing 
of  these  two  Bills  might  be  a  pretty  pair  of 
screws  to  apply  to  the  other  six  companies? — 
No,  I  do  not  see  that  at  all. 

302.  You  say  that  is  the  only  clause  in  the 
Bill  which  you  can  conceive  as  seriously  occu- 
pying time  in  discussion  as  to  the  other  six  ;  now 
as  to  the  references  ;  suppose  that  your  eight 
Bills  pass  this  year :  that  is  the  other  reason  you 
gave  me  you  know  for  not  going  on  with  the 
purchases  at  the  same  time  and  in  one  Bill  ? — I 
did  not  assign  that  as  a  reason. 

303.  For  not  consenting  to  a  suspensory  clause, 
I  agree  ? — Yes. 

304.  Now  you  say  you  cannot  take  six 
references  at  once  ;  supposing  all  the  eight  Bills 
were  passed,  you  would  be  obliged  to  have 
references  one  after  the  other,  would  you  not? — 
Of  course  we  should  proceed  as  fast  as  we  could, 
but  I  do  not  think  the  water  companies  or  the 
Council  could  possibly  in  one  year  get  through 
eight  contemporaneous  references. 

305.  I  know  they  could  not ;  but  I  say,  sup- 
posing the  eight  Bills  were  passed,  you  would  be 
obliged  to  have  eight  references,  one  after  the 
other  ? — Yes. 

306.  I  presume  you  would  have  the  same 
board  of  arbitrators  for  the  eight,  would  you  not  ? 
— I  presume  so,  and  their  time  alone.  In  investi- 
gating one  set  of  companies'  claims  coming  from 
the  Thames  their  investigations  would  have  no 
relation  to  or  assist  with  regard  to  the  others. 

307.  We  quite  understand  that  there  would 
be  eight  separate  references  ? — Yes,  and  they 
would  have  to  go  over  the  work  again. 

308.  Nothing  that  took  place  on  one  reference 
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would  have  the  slightest  effect  on  the  other  seven? 
— I  do  not  think  it -would. 

309.  That  being  so,  all  I  suggest  to  you  is  not 
that  you  should  proceed  with  all  the  references 
together,  and  should  not  buy  one  couipany,  until 
you  had  heard  all  the  eight  references  out.  All 
I  suggest  to  you  is  that  you  should  not  proceed 
with  the  purchase  of  one  company  until  you 
had  given  a  valid  notice  to  treat  to  the  others. 

Chairman.']  It  is  from  ray  inexperience  of 
these  matters  probably,  but  I  do  not  know 
exactly  what  the  effect  of  a  valid  notice  to  treat 
would  be. 

Mr.  Pember. 

310.  It  would  enable  the  other  companies 
to  say,  "  Now  you  shall  buy  us " ;  it  forms 
a  contract.  (To  the  Witness.)  A  notice  to 
treat  can  be  written  in  a  very  few  minutes  and 
posted  in  a  penny  letter  ? — Under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  

311.  But  we  might  have  a  notice  to  treat  even 
if  we  did  nol  have  an  arbitration  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act ;  so  you  will  not  catch 
me  there? — I  have  not  the  slightest  objection  if 
these  conditions  are  accepted  to  give  a  notice  to 
treat,  and  purchase  on  those  terms. 

312.  We  will  not  play;  all  we  will  say  is, 
whatever  may  be  the  terms  settled  by  Parlia- 
ment, that  the  other  notices  to  treat  shall  be 
given  before  one  purchase  is  proceeded  with; 
now  I  should  like  to  go  through  with  the  terms 
of  the  arbitration  clause  which  you  propose  ;  I 
see  that  you  have  got  a  sort  of  heading  to  the 
clause  which  is  to  this  effect :  "  The  consideration 
to  be  paid  by  the  Council  for  the  transfer  of  the 
undertaking  if  determined  by  arbitration,  shall 
be  such  sum  of  money  as  the  arbitrators  deter- 
mine to  be  the  fair  and  reasonable  value  of  the 
undertaking,  after  allowing  for  the  liability 
involved  in  regard  to  the  debenture  stock,  and 
having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case."  Why  did  you  not  stop  there  ?  That 
would  have  enabled  an  arbitrator  to  go  into  every 
question  for  and  against  the  value  of  the  under- 
taking of  the  company,  would  it  not  ? — We  are 
advised  not. 

313.  Who  advised  you  not?  — Our  Parlia- 
mentary and  legal  advisers. 

314.  The  Parliamentary  adviser  we  know ; 
who  is  your  legal  adviser  ? — Our  solicitor. 

315.  Who  is  your  solicitor?' — Mr.  Blaxland. 

316.  Is  that  advice  in  writing? — No. 

317.  Then  there  is  no  written  case  submitted 
to  him  ? — No. 

318.  Then  you  have  not  gone  to  counsel  ? — 
We  had  the  advantage  of  having  counsel  present 
on  our  committee  advising  us. 

319.  Who  was  the  counsel  ? 

Mr.  Freeman.~\  I  advised  them  on  this  subject, 
certainly. 

Mr.  Pember.l  Did  you  have  a  written  case  put 
before  you  ? 

Mr.  Freeman.]  When  I  go  into  the  box  you 
shall  cross-examine  me. 

Mr.  Pember.]  I  am  quite  certain,  Sir,  that 
you  know  as  well  as  I  do,  and  probably  better, 
that  when  a  witness  in  the  box  says,  "  I  had  legal 
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advice  to  a  certain  effect,"  we  are  entitled  to  ask 
for  the  written  case,  in  order  that  we  may  see 
first  of  all  what  the  opinion  was,  and  secondly,  the 
case  which  was  stated,  which  led  to  the  counsel 
giving  that  opinion.  Now  I  understand  not  only 
that  there  was  no  written  opinion  given,  but  that 
there  was  no  written  case  at  all. 

Mr,  Freeman.^  Of  course,  on  this  point,  any- 
thing my  learned  friend  Mr.  Pember  desires  to 
know  as  to  the  legal  advice  will  be  given  by  the 
parliamentary  agent,  who  will  go  into  the  chair 
and  explain  evei-ything.  There  is  nothing  that 
we  desire  to  keep  from  my  learned  friend. 

Mr.  Pember.']  That  I  have  my  own  opinion 
about. 

Witness.']  We  acted  also  on  the  view  of  Sir 
Richard  Webster,  the  late  Attorney  General, 
who  I  presume  has  tlie  greatest  possible  expe- 
rience, who  said  on  the  second  reading  of  these 
Bills,  that  unless  these  conditions  are  inserted, 
no  arbitrator  would  take  them  into  consideration, 
and  more  than  that,  that  he  ought  not  to  take 
them  into  consideration. 

320.  Stop  a  minute.  What  a  gentleman,  I 
suppose,  not  unimbued  with  political  experience, 
may  say  on  one  side  of  the  House  of  Commons, 
might  not  be  a  legal  opinion? — But  he  speaks 
with  his  experience. 

321.  But  long  after  you  had  done  it,  you  did 
not  act  on  that  advice,  you  know  ? — No  ;  1  say 
I  agree  with  that  opinion. 

322.  Now  we  will  go  through  step  by  the 
matter  in  your  arbitration  clause.  The  first 
thing  which  I  see  you  say  is  that  "  the  Arbitra- 
tor is  to  consider  the  condition  and  state  of 
repair  of  the  reservoirs,  filter-beds,  filtration 
arrangements,  wells,  mains,  conduits,  pipes, 
machinery  and  plant  of  the  Lambeth  Company." 
Do  you  put  it  to  me,  of  course  it  goes  without 
speaking  that  you  are  a  lawyer  yourself  and  a 
gentleman  of  much  experience,  that  any  arbitra- 
tor could  consider  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
with  the  view  of  seeing  what  money  ought  to  be 
paid  to  the  purchaser  of  one  of  ihese  under- 
takings without  taking  into  consideration,  and 
the  fullest  consideration,  the  condition  and  state 
of  repair  of  their  various  apparatus  ? — Yes. 

323.  Did  you  really  say  yes  ? — Yes,  I  did. 

324.  That  he  could  fix  the  value  without 
ascertaining  as  well  as  he  could,  that? — Will 
you  allow  me  to  answer. 

325.  But  do  you  really  say  yes  ? — Yes,  I  do 
really. 

326.  Now  what  do  you  say  ? — If  you  will  be 
kind  enough  to  read  on  it  is,  "  Together  with 
any  liabilities  or  obligation  in  connection  with 
their  undertaking  which  the  Lambeth  Company 
may  reasonably  be  required  or  expected  to 
incur."  That  is  not  a  consideration  arising  from 
the  existing  state  of  things,  but  to  have  regard 
in  considering  the  condition  with  respect  to  that 
state  of  things  which  may  "  reasonably  be 
required  or  expected  to  incur,"  namely,  for 
instance,  their  having  to  supply  a  large  outside 
area  whilst  at  the  present  time  they  have  got 
but  a  very  small  unexhausted  balance  of  water 
supply  from  the  Thames,  and  may  have  to  go 
to  other  sources  for  obtaining  that  supply.  It  is 
the  investigation  of  the  existing  state  of  works 
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and  the  repair  of  reservoirs,  &c.,  havinu'  regaid 
to  the  future  wants  that  they  may  be  called  upon 
to  supply,  rather  than  to  those  which  they  are 
now  under  a  legal  liability  to  supply,  which  are 
totally  different  things. 

327.  You  deal  with  all  that  under  separate 
heads.  I  am  taking  you  step  by  step  if  you 
will  allow  me  to  do  so,  and  I  ask  you  whether  it 
W(  uld  not  be  absolutely  impossible  for  the 
arbitrator  who  was  taking  into  consideration  the 
circumstances  of  the  CBse  to  do  otherwise  than 
consider  the  condition  and  state  of  repair  of  the 
reservoirs,  filter-beds,  and  other  matters  forming 
the  apparatus  of  the  company  ? — Yes,  but  that 
is  not  the  clause. 

328.  I  did  not  say  it  was  the  only  part  of  the 
clause  ;  I  am  going  to  the  rest.  But  would  not 
he  be  bound  to  do  that  ? — Of  course,  if  you  stop 
there. 

329.  Of  course  he  would.  Now  we  will  go 
on,  if  you  please.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  he 
would  not  be  obliged  to  consider  any  actual 
liabilities  or  obligations  in  connection  with  their 
undertaking  which  the  company  might  "  reason- 
ably be  required  or  expected  to  incur"? — No, 
he  certainly  would  not.  The  obligations  that  he 
would  be  under  would  be  only  to  take  into  con- 
sideration those  that  were  de  facto  existing,  and 
he  would  not  be  entitled  and  would  not  in  fact, 
in  my  opinion,  nor,  as  we  are  advised,  take  into 
consideration  the  future  wants,  the  future  supply, 
the  future  calls  that  might  be  made  on  the 
existing  works  ;  and  this  provision  is  that  he 
shall  consider  the  state  of  the  existing  reservoirs 
and  works  with  reference  to  those  liabilities 
which  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  put  upon 
them  by  Parliament  in  future  years  were  they 
to  continue  to  be  in  their  present  state. 

330.  Let  us  suppose,  to  test  the  value  of  all 
this,  if  there  were  an  arbitration  clause,  the 
terms  of  which  ceased  with  the  words  "  circum- 
stances of  the  case,"  you  would  expect,  would 
you  not,  that  the  companies  would  claim,  not 
only  for  present,  but  for  prospective  value  ? — I 
do  not  quite  follow  you. 

331.  If  the  arbitration  was  one  which  would 
be  conducted  under  such  circumstances  as  would 
be  involved  in  the  arbitrator  having  regard  to 
all  the  citcumstances  of  the  case  without  any 
further  direction,  you  would  expect,  would  you 
not,  under  those  circumstances  that  a  company 
would  claim  something  for  prospective  value  as 
well  as  the  present  value  of  its  undertaking  ? — 
Oh,  yes. 

332.  Now  if  it  claimed  prospective  value, 
would  it  not  immediately  become  absolutely 
necessary  for  the  arbitrator  to  take  into  con- 
sideration "  any  liabilities  or  obligations  connected 
with  their  undertaking  which  might  reasonably 
be  required  or  expected  to  be  incurred,"  which 
would  minimise  the  possibility  of  their  having 
any  prospective  value  at  all? — Yes,  the  pro- 
spective value  being  limited,  would  be  limited  in 
that  inquiry  to  the  prospective  value  arising  from 
the  de  facto  state  of  things,  and  it  would  not. 

333.  Stop  a  minute,  we  can  go  a  step  further. 
It  would  be  limited,  would  it  not,  by  the 
liabilities  or  obligations  in  connection  with  their 
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undertaking,  which  they  might  "reasonably  be 
required  or  expected  to  incur?"— No. 

334.  Would  it  not  ?— No. 

335.  Just  think  for  a  moment,  supposing  I 
said  for  any  one  of  these  companies  "  my  income 
is  100,000/.  a  year  now,  and  it  will  be  in  the 
course  of  the  next  10  years  120,000/.,  1  must  be 
paid  for  the  chance  I  have  of  making  that  extra 
20,000/.  a  year."  Would  it  not  be  absolutely 
impossible  for  the  arbitrator  to  avoid  taking 
into  account  as  against  that  possibility  of  increase 
of  income  the  fact  that  I  might  have  to  spend 
two,  or  three,  or  four,  or  five  hundred  thousand 
pounds  to  earn  it  ? — Quite  so,  but  that  does  not 
deal  with  what  may  "  reasonably  be  required  or 
expec'ed." 

336.  Why  not? — For  this  reason,  that  would 
be  wholly  irrespective  of  the  wants  and  the  liability 
which  might  be  imposed  by  Parliament  on  a 
-company  who  says  :  "  I  am  in  possession  of  my 
works,  and  am  willing  to  supply  the  outside  area, 
if  Parliament  will  give  me  those  additional 
powers  of  supply." 

337.  To  supply  outside  my  area  ?—  No,  out- 
side the  county  1  am  speaking  of,  but  inside  your 
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338.  Inside  my  area  I  am  bound  to  supply, 
am  I  not  ? — You  are  bound  to  supply  quoad,  and 
only  up  to  the  distribution  of  water  which  you 
have  legal  power  to  take,  but  that  does  not  take 
into  consideration  the  state  of  the  works  with 
regard  to  the  prospective  or  possible  liability 
that  you  may  be  under  to  adapt  those  works  to 
the  increased  demands  which  the  population 
made  upon  them. 

339.  I  will  take  you  even,  upon  that  ground. 
Do  you  mean  to  say  the  arbitrator  would  not  be 
bormd  to  consider  whether  or  not  my  works  were 
adaptable  to  a  larger  supply  than  T  was  giving 
at  present  ?-- No,  certainly  not. 

340.  If  that  is  your  opinion,  I  will  not  pursue 
it  ? — I  am  quite  clear  about  that. 

341.  I  notice  all  through  you  used  the  words 
constantly  of  "  probable  and  improbable  ''? — 
Very  likely. 

342.  Do  you  intend  to  tie  the  hands  of  the 
arbitrator  by  the  use  of  those  words  ? — I  do  not 
consider  those  directions  tying  the  hands  of  the 
arbitrator  at  all  ;  they  allow  him  to  go  into  the 
matter  irrespective  of  any  legal  objections. 

343.  It  is  to  consider  the  legal  powers  of  the 
Lambeth  Company  to  take  water  ? — Yes. 

344.  And  the  probability  of  such  powers  being 
limited  ? — Yes. 

345.  Why  are  we  to  take  it  for  granted  that 
the  limitation  of  those  powers  is  probable,  why 
is  he  to  take  it  for  granted  ? — Unless  he  was 
satisfied  that  they  would  remain  left  by  Parlia- 
ment for  all  time  unmodified,  no  doubt  then  he 
would  not  take  them  into  consideration,  but  he 
would  under  this  direction  have  to  consider 
whether  it  was  reasonable  and  probable  that  the 
charges  for  the  year  1834,  charges  fixed  when 
the  population  and  condition  of  things  was 
totally  different,  should  remain  or  be  altered  or 
reduced  to  the  1852  charges. 

346.  You  do  not  keep  to  my  question.  I  am 
not  at  the  present  moment  talking  about  charges 
at  all.    I  am  on  the  second  of  your  sub-clauses 
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power-i  to  take  water,  and 
legal  powers  to  charge.  Kindly  attend  to 
me.  Do  not  you  think  that  it  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  arbitrator  ?  Do  you  think  the  arbit-a- 
tor  ought  to  consider  whether  or  not  the  legal 
powers  which  the  Lambeth  Company  have  to 
take  water  nre  probably  going  to  be  limited? — I 
think  he  ought  to  have  the  power  to  enter  into 
that  consideration  ;  what  value  he  may  attach  to 
it  is  another  thing. 

347.  Let  us  see  what  you  mean  by  it  ? — What 
I  mean  by  it  is  this  :  It  began  drawing  in  water 
on  the  tidal  portion  below  London  Bridge  and 
Vauxhall;  thatwas  moved  and  shifted  up  to  Kew, 
and  Parliament  said,  now  the  river  has  become 
so  polluted,  that  will  not  do,  you  must  go  still 
higher.  With  the  population  inci'easing  and 
everything  else,  it  may  be  that  the  condition  of 
things  where  they  are  drawing  their  water  from 
is  now  so  bad  that  the  probabilities  are  Parlia- 
ment may  say,  "  You  must  shift  further  up  or  go 
to  some  other  sources  of  supply." 

348.  And  the  arbitrator  is  not  merely  to  con- 
sider whether  that  is  possible,  but  he  is  to  take  it 
for  granted  from  the  terms  of  your  arbitration 
clause  that  it  is  probable  ? — No. 

349.  You  say  he  is  to  take  into  consideration 
the  probability  of  such  powers  being  limited  ? — 
Yes. 

350.  If  you  want  to  be  fair  why  not  say 
"  possibility  "  ? — It  is  governed  by  this  :  "  In 
determining  the  fair  and  reasonable  value  he  is 
to  take  these  matters  into  consideration." 

351.  Quite  so  ;  why  are  you  to  tell  him  that 
the  limitation  of  the  legal  powers  to  take  water 
will  probably  be  limited  ?  — We  do  not ;  we  allow 
him  to  take  it  into  consideration. 

352.  But  you  call  it  a  probability  ;  let  me  see 
how  far  you  go ;  I  wonder  whether  you  see  that 
according  to  your  contention,  if  you  succeeded 
before  the  arbitrator,  we  should  get  nothing  at 
all.  You  do  not  allow  him  to  take  it  into  conside- 
ration ;  you  compel  him — you  say  he  shall  take 
into  consideration  the  probability  of  such  powers 
being  limited  :  supposing  you  succeeded  before 
him,  and  he  made  up  his  mind,  after  listening  to 
your  evidence,  that  what  you  have  just  now  sug- 
gested is  a  fact  looming  in  the  distance,  does  it 
not  occur  to  you  that  we  should  get  nothing  for 
our  undertakings  at  all  ? — No. 

353.  There  would  be  no  value  in  them  if  he  is 
to  consider  the  probability  of  power  to  take  water 
from  the  Thames  being  withdrawn  by  Parliament 
at  any  distant  date  ;  it  is  tantamount  to  saying 
that  all  the  money  they  have  spent  on  taking 
water  from  the  Thames  would  be  wasted  ? — That 
would  not  be  so,  because  the  whole  question 
would  be  this :  If  he  was  satisfied  by  the  case 
made  that  that  wOvdd  be  the  result,  it  would  in- 
volve his  discounting  the  outlay  that  it  might 
necessitate  to  get  water  from  some  other  source, 
and  he  might  have  to  abate,  and  would  mentally 
possibly  abate,  a  portion  of  the  purchase  money, 
in  consideration  of  having  to  undertake  that  out- 
lay in  going  to  a  new  source. 

354.  Now  can  you  point  oiit  to  me  a  single 
precedent  in  which,  if  an  undertaking  has  been 
sufficient  for  present  purposes,  an  arbitrator  has 
been  compelled  in  an  arbitration  clause  to  con- 
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eider  whether,  in  some  dim,  or  distant,  or  uncer- 
tain future,  a  change  might  not  occur  which 
would  make  it  valueless  ;  do  you  know  of"  any 
,  such  precedent?— I  know  of  no  precedent,  be- 
l;jBause  1  know  of  no  case  similar  to  this. 

355.  Then  you  do  not  know  of  any  precedent? 
— I  only  say  the  precedent  is  the  precedent  of 
])ast  legislation  with  regard  to  water  companies 
by  shifting  from  time  to  time  the  source  of  intake 
from  tidal  to  non-tidal  water,  and  then  still 
further  up, 

356.  Then  am  I  to  understand  that  what  you 
really  do  mean  by  this  is  thai  a  company  which 
has  been  authorised  by  Parliament  for  many 
years  to  take  its  water  from  one  pardcular  source 
is  to  be  treated  as  a  company  which  may  be 
absolutely  prevented  by  Parliament  any  longer 
from  taking  its  water  from  that  source  ? — No,  I 
do  not  say  "  is  to  be  treated,"  but  I  say  the  arbi- 
trator is  to  take  into  consideration. 

357.  The  probability  of  its  being  so  treated  ? — 
Not  a  bit ;  if  the  case  is  made  out  he  is  to  be  at 
liberty  to  have  regard  to  that  circumstance. 

358.  Excuse  me,  there  is  no  liberty  about  it. 
It  is  "the  arbitrator  shall  have  regard  to  the  fol- 
lowing circumstances  ; "  it  is  not  "  may,"  it  is 
compulsory ;  now  the  next  is,  "  The  adequacy 
and  efficiency  of  the  present  sources  of  supply 
and  of  the  reservoirs,  filter  beds,  filtration 
arrangements,  wells,  mains,  conduit  pipes, 
machinery  and  plant  of  the  Lambeth  Company 
to  meet  their  present  and  future  requirements." 
How  does  that  differ  from  the  first  sub-section  ; 
how  does  that  differ  from  "the  condition  and 
state  of  repair  of  the  reservoirs,  filter  bed,  filtra- 
tion arrangements,  wells,  mains,  conduits,  pipes, 
machinery  and  plant  of  the  Lambeth  Company, 
and  the  possibility  of  future  expenditure 
thereon  ; "  how  does  it  differ  from  number  one, 
for  the  life  of  me  I  cannot  see ;  I  grant  you  the 
verbiage  differs  slightly,  but  how  does  it  differ  In 
any  other  way  ;  I  suppose  from  the  time  you 
take  in  answering  I  may  take  it  it  does  not  differ? 
— It  has  nothing  to  do  with  it ;  it  has  to  do  with 
the  efficiency  of  the  present  source  of  supply. 

359.  And  of  the  "  reservoirs,  filter  beds,  filtra- 
tion arrangements,  wells,  mains,  conduits,  pipes, 
machinery  and  plant  "  ? — Yes  ;  what  for  :  with  a 
view  "  to  meet  tlieir  present  and  future  require- 
ments "  ;  it  is  quite  a  different  thing. 

360.  Do  you  mean  to  say  any  arbitrator  who 
IS  taking  into  consideration  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  would  not  be  bound  with  regard  to 
the  present  value  of  the  company,  to  say  whether 
or  nut  its  sources  of  supply  and  its  apparatus 
were  adequate  to  meet  its  present  demands? — 
Present :  Yes  ;  but  not  future  requirements. 

361.  I  said  '•  present"  carefully  ;  now  we  will 
come  to  the  question  of  the  future  ;  if  they  were 
asking  (or  the  prospective  value  of  their  under- 
taking would  not  the  arbitrator  have  to  take  into 
consideration  the  same  things,  with  a  view  to 
seeing  whether  they  were  adequate  for  future 
requirements  ? — No,  because  in  one  case  it 
would  be  limited  to  the  requirements  which  could 
be  legally  put  on  the  company,  having  regard  to 
their  powers  and  statutory  amounts  of  supply, 
and  in  the  other  case  the  future  requirements 
would  be  such  requirements  as,  having  regard  to 
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all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  might  be  im- 
posi'd  upon  them. 

362.  But  future  requirements  means  the  re- 
quirements for  the  purposes  of  supj^ly  to  their 
district,  does  it  not  ? — No,  of  their  water  area. 

363.  Are  they  not  bound  to  supply  their  water 
area?  — No,  because  the  moment  they  get  outside 
the  county  the  very  fact  that  they  are  unable  or 
unwilling  to  supply,  entitles  the  local  authority 
to  establish  its  own  supply,  and  they  are  under 
no  obligation  at  all  legally  to  supply,  although 
demanded. 

364.  What  does  it  matter  to  them  as  far  as 
their  statutory  obligations  to  supply  go,  whether 
the  inhabitants  in  their  area  are  inside  or  outside 
the  county  of  London  r — For  this  reason  (that  is 
the  whole  question),  if  London  were  supplied 
and  the  outside  areas  were  not,  I  am  quite  sure  of 
this,  that  London  would  be  forced  to  apply  to 
Parliament  to  get  a  supply  of  water,  and  would 
be  the  authority  to  get  that  supply  for  the  supply 
of  the  outside  areas. 

36.').  Are  you  really  unaware  of  the  fact  that 
you  are  wandering  from  the  question  ;  what  I 
asked  you,  in  other  words,  was  this :  Are  not  the 
inhabitants  of  the  districts  of  each  one  of  these 
companies,  whether  they  are  inside  the  area  of 
the  county  of  London  or  outside,  equally  entitled 
to  compel  the  company  in  whose  area  they  are  to 
give  them  a  proper  supply  of  water? — INo  ;  in 
the  county  they  ure  bound  to  supply,  outside  the 
county  they  are  not. 

366.  Do  you  mean  to  say  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany is  not  bound  to  supply  otitside  the  county 
of  London  if  its  works  exist  there? — No. 

367.  Will  you  be  kind  enough  to  tell  me  upon 
what  legal  enactment  you  rely  in  saying  that  these 
water  companies  are  not  as  much  bound  to  supply 
water  to  the  inhabitants  of  their  areas  outside  as 
inside  the  county  of  London;  why,  the  county  of 
London  was  not  in  existence  when  their  Acts 
were  passed  ? — Excuse  me,  nothing  of  the  sort. 
It  is  the  same  area ;  all  these  water  inquiries 
throughout  all  the  statutes  has  been  kept  at  the 
same  area. 

368.  T  am  afraid  you  caEiUot  understand  the 
question  that  I  am  asking  you  ;  do  you  mean 
to  say  there  is  any  enactment  in  any  Statute 
Book  which  says,  that  any  of  the  inhabitants  of 
any  one  of  the  districts  of  these  companies  inside 
the  county  of  London  has  a  prior  right  to  supply 
over  those  outside  ;  do  you  mean  that  ? — Yes,  I 
do. 

369.  Then  show  me  the  Act  of  Parliament  on 
which  you  I'ely  ? — I  say  under  the  Act  of  1871, 
which  is  applicable  only  to  the  metropolis,  you 
are  bound  to  give  on  requisition  of  the  local 
authority  constant  supply  and  to  keep  up  that 
constant  supply.  That  Act  does  not  operate 
otitside  the  metropolis. 

370.  Who  said  it  did  ? — In  consequence  of 
that,  there  is  no  obligation  outside  the  metropolis 
to  supply.  There  is  a  provision  in  the  Public 
Health  Act  of  1875,  Section  51  and  following^ 
sections,  which  give  powers  the  local  authority- 
to  construct  their  own  works  if  the  company 
whose  area  the  local  authority  is  within,  is  un- 
willing and  unable  to  supply.  It  has  been  settled 
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over  and  over  again  ;  there  is  no  difficultj  about 
it. 

371.  You  are  now  playing  on  the  words  "  con- 
stant supply,"  and  confusing  it  with  "  ordinary 
supply."  I  am  quite  ready  to  aJinit,  in  fact  we 
all  know  it  is  so,  that  constant  supply  only  applies 
to  the  metropolis  as  understood  by  the  Act  of 
1871  ?— Yes. 

372.  But  save  and  except  for  the  word  "  con- 
stant," a  water  company  is  under  statutory  obli- 
gation to  supply  over  the  whole  of  its  district,  is 
it  not? — Only  on  requisition  in  a  particular  form, 
and  in  a  particular  way,*  and  is  subject  also  to 
the  Public  Health  Act  of  1875. 

373.  I  will  take  one  Act  just  to  show  which  it 
is.  I  will  take  the  West  Middlesex  Act  of  1852  ? 
— Would  you  take  Lambeth. 

374.  I  will  take  Lambeth,  if  you  like,  but  one 
is  just  as  good  as  the  other  ? — No,  they  are  not, 
because  the  West  Middlesex  was  in  1852,  and 
exempts  Clause  35  of  the  1847  Act. 

375.  I  am  not  talking  about  the  1847  Act,  I 
am  talking  about  the  special  liability  of  the  com- 
panies under  their  own  Acts.  I  will  read  this 
one  first,  and  you  shall  read  the  Lambeth  after- 
wards, "  The  Company  shall  cause  mains  and 
pipes  to  be  laid  down  and  pure  and  wholesome 
water  to  be  brought  to  every  part  of  the  district 
within  the  limits  of  this  Act"? — Yes. 

376.  Is  not  that  in  every  Act  of  every  com- 
pany ? — Yes. 

377.  Then  very  well,  what  are  you  talking 
a,bout  ? — On  requisition,  and  there  is  no  means 
of  enforcing  it. 

378.  No  means  of  enforcing  it  ? — No. 

379.  Do  you  mean  to  say  there  is  no  means  of 
enforcing  an  enactment  which  is  compulsory 
upon  the  company  ?  —  Yes.  The  remedy  is 
given. 

380.  How  can  you  say  there  are  no  means  of 
enforcing  it  if  you  immediately  talk  about  the 
remedy  which  is  given  ? — The  remedy  for  the 
state  of  things  is  given  by  the  Public  Health  Act 
of  1875  which  is  clear  and  distinct,  and  is  illus- 
trated in  the  case  of  Croydon.  That  Act  in 
Section  51  gives  to  the  urban  authority  the 
power  of  constructing  and  maintaining  water- 
works for  public  purposes,  and  before  con- 
structing them  they  are  to  give  notice  under  the 
52nd  section  to  every  water  company  who  has  a 
water  area  in  which  the  local  authority  exists. 
It  shall  not  be  lawlul  for  the  local  authority  to 
construct  any  waterworks  within  such  limits,  if, 
and  so  long  as  any  such  company  are  able  and 
willing  to  supply  water  proper  and  sufficient  for 
all  reasonable  purposes  for  which  it  is  required 
by  the  local  authority,  and  any  difference  as  to 
whether  the  water  company  are  able  and  willing 
to  lay  on  a  proper  and  sufficient  supply  for  the 
purposes  for  which  it  is  required,  or  whether  the 
purposes  for  which  it  is  I'equired  are  reasonable, 
or  if,  and  so  far  as  the  charges  of  the  company 
are  not  regulated  by  Parliament  as  to  the  terms 
of  supply  shall  be  settled  by  arbitration  in  the 
manner  provided  in  the  Act.  Now  it  is  under 
that  inability  the  company  are  only  bound  to 
distribute  the  water — so  much  as  they  are  to 
supply  themselves  with  and  to  draw — it  is  a 
matter  of  distribution.    If  they  make  failure  to 
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distribute,  tlien  the  local  authority  may,  under 
that  Act,  and  as  in  Tact  it  has  done  in  Croydon 
and  other  districts,  establish  their  own  works  on 
account  of  the  inability. 

381.  Now,  Mr.  Harrison,  have  you  quite  done? 
— I  have. 

382.  Of  course.  I  need  not  add  that  the  Public 
Health  Act  has  no  more  to  do  with  the  question 
I  asked  than  some  Statute  passed  in  Mars  or 
Jupiter.  Are  you  aware  that  in  every  one  of 
the  Acts  obtained  by  the  companies  in  1852  that 
there  are  clauses  analogous  or  identical  with  the 
one  I  have  just  read  to  you  to  the  effect  that  the 
company  shall  cause  mains  and  pipes  to  be  laid 
doAvn  and  pure  and  wholesome  water  to  be 
brought  to  every  part  of  the  districts  within  the 
limits  of  their  Act  ? — On  requisition. 

383.  Very  well,  why  cannot  you  say  yes — but 
on  requisition  ? —It  is  not  to  the  individual 
person.  If  I  am  an  individual  householder  I 
have  no  power. 

384.  In  other  words  a  single  householder  who 
lived  ten  miles  off  and  three  miles  off  a  higrh  road 
and  a  mam,  could  not  compel  the  company  to 
lay  him  down  a  main  for  his  special  benefit? — 
No,  I  must  get  an  agreement  from  a  combination 
of  householders. 

385.  That  is  what  you  mean? — Yrs,  I  must 
agree  to  take  the  water  for  three  years,  and  the 
water-rent  must  be  equal  to  one-tenth  of  the  cost 
of  the  outlay.  Upon  compliance  with  these 
requisitions  1  can  get  water,  but  I  cannot  indivi- 
dually. I  mean  to  say  it  is  all  sun)med  up  in 
Mr.  Fitzgerald's  opinion. 

386.  You  are  quite  right  that  they  are  to  take 
the  water  to  every  part  within  the  limits  of  their 
Act,  Avhercunto  they  shall  be  required  by  so  many 
occupiers  or  owners  of  houses  in  that  part  of  the 
district,  as  that  the  aggregate  amount  of  uater 
rate  payable  by  them  annually  at  the  rate  speci- 
fied in  the  Act  shall  not  be  less  than  one-tenth 
pai't  of  the  expense  of  providing  and  laying  down 
the  pipes  ? — "  And  provide." 

387.  You  never  will  give  one  the  slightest 
credit  for  going  on  to  the  end  of  a  thing.  That 
is  the  condition  of  the  reqidsition.  Now  let  us 
go  on  a  little  further.  "  Provided  always  that  no 
such  requisition  shall  be  binding  on  the  company 
unless  such  owners  or  occupiers  shall  severally 
execute  an  agreement  binding  themselves  to 
take  such  supply  of  water  for  three  successive 
years  at  least ;  provided  also  that  tlie  company 
shall  not  be  bound  to  provide  or  lay  down  any 
communication  pipes  for  any  such  supply  of 
water  excepting  at  the  expense  of  the  persons 
requiring  the  sup{)ly ;  and  providing  that  thej 
shall  not  be  bound  to  furnish  such  supply  of 
water  or  lay  down  any  pipes  for  such  purpose  in 
any  part  of  the  district,  which  part  is  for  the  time 
being  supplied  with  water  by  any  o'her  com- 
pany "  ? — Exactly. 

388.  And  if  they  do  not  fulfil  their  duties  is  it 
not  the  fact  that  they  are  liable  to  a  heavy  daily 
penalty  ? — -No,  they  are  liable  to  a  heavy  daily 
penalty  if  they  do  not  supply  water  in  pipes 
which  are  laid  down.  You  do  not  seem  to  draw 
the  distinction  between  the  liability  to  lay  the 
pipes  and  the  next  condition. 

389.  Excuse  me,  I  do.    I  say  that  the  liability 
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to  lay  pipes  is  that  which  is  contained  in  the 
clause  I  liave  just  read  to  you,  and  when  the 
liability  to  supply  the  water  when  the  pipes  are 
laid  is  contained  in  the  general  Act.  That  you 
■will  admit,  I  suppose.  Do  you  admit  that,  or 
not  ? — Yes,  I  will  admit  it. 

390.  Then  we  will  go  to  the  next  clause  in 
your  arbitration  clause.  They  are  to  take  into 
consideration  the  probable  or  possible  necessity 
of  the  future  introduction  of  a  new  source  of 
supply  or  new  and  improved  works.  With  re- 
gard to  the  source  of  supply  let  us  see  what  you 
mean.  He  is  to  take  into  consideration  the  pro- 
bable necessity  of  the  future  introduction  of  a 
new  source  of  supplj'.  I  will  take  that  first.  Do 
not  be  afraid,  and  suppose  I  do  not  see  the  words 
"  or  new  and  improved  works."  You  are  aAvare 
that  the  Royal  Commission  have  said  that  the 
present  sources  of  supply  of  the  Thames  and  the 
Lea,  and  the  chalk  will  give  London  an  ample 
supply  of  good  water  for  the  next  40  years  ? — 
Not  without  conditions. 

391.  What  conditions  do  you  mean?  — 
Making  enormous  reservoirs  at  a  cost  of  about 
15,000,000/. 

392.  Quite  so.  But  yon  have  said  a  new 
source  of  supply.  You  do  not  call  that  a  new 
source  of  supply,  do  you.  You  do  not  call  the 
manner  in  which  you  take  the  water  of  the 
Thames  a  new  source  of  supply,  do  you  ? — No,  I 
should  think  not. 

393.  And  you  did  not  mean  that,  did  you  ? — 
1  should  think  not. 

394.  But  you  know  what  you  meant  ? — I  can 
only  express  my  own  views. 

395.  But  you  do  not  mean  that  ? — I  do  not 
think  I  do. 

396.  Do  you  really  seriously  mean  to  say  that 
after  the  Royal  Commission  which  sat  two  years 
ago,  a  Commission  for  yourselves  asked,  by  the 
bye,  and  said  that  the  Thames  source  of  supply 
for  40  years,  that  it  is  fair  to  force  the  arbitrator 
to  consider  the  probable  or  possible  necessity 
for  the  introduction  of  a  new  source  of  supply 
in  settling  the  values  of  these  water  under- 
takings?— I  think  it  is  fair  to  ask  that  that 
matter  may  go  before  the  arbitrator  open.  I  do 
not  say  anything  about  the  facts. 

397.  Now  let  me  go  to  the  next  ]  he  is  bound 
to  take  into  consideration  the  legality  of  the 
charges  now  made  or  claimed  to  be  made  by  the 
Lambeth  Company ;  is  he  to  decide  on  the 
legality  of  the  charges  now  made  by  any  of  the 
companies  ? —  I  think  he  should  investigate  it, 
and  is  not  necessarily  to  be  bound  by  a  magis- 
trate's decision. 

398.  He  is  not  to  be  bound? — Not  neces- 
sarily. 

399.  In  other  words,  if  he  says,  "  I  think  a 
magistrate  was  wrong  in  saying  that  the  Lam- 
beth Company,  or  any  other  company,  were 
legally  entitled  to  make  a  certain  charge,"  I  do 
not  agree,  "  he  may  decide  accordingly  "  ? — Yes, 
and  not  only  what  may  be  decided  by  a  magis- 
trate, but  there  are  a  great  number  of  charges 
now  made  which  are  not,  we  believe,  legally 
made  by  the  companies,  but  the  public  are  not 
able  to  resist  them  because  of  the  cost  and  the 
expense. 
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400.  But  svirely  there  have  been  plenty  of 
occasions  on  Avhich  the  water  companies  have 
been  taken  before  the  maijistrates  ? — Oh,  no.  I 
am  speaking  of,  apart  from  magistrates,  the 
legality  of  the  charges.  Take  my  own  case.  I 
objected  to  a  charge  and  had  a  long  corres- 
pondence, but  I  was  not  going  to  litigation  for 
the  sake  of  1/.  15s.  a  year. 

401.  Then  I  wonder  you  took  the  trouble  to 
have  such  a  long  correspondence ;  but  you  are  a 
lawyer,  and  you  must  have  formed  a  pretty 
shrewd  idea? — I  did;  and  being  a  lawyer,  I 
thought  it  was  not  worth  going  to  litigation  for 
1/.  15s.  a  year. 

402.  Then  excuse  me  for  saying  it  was  your 
own  fault,  and  no  one  else's,  and  you  might  have 
been  wrong  ? — I  might. 

403.  He  is  not  only  to  take  into  consideration 
the  question  of  whether  the  charges  are  legal,  but 
you  propose  he  should  take  into  consideration 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  powers  of 
charges  ai'ise  ? — The  reasonableness  of  such  cir- 
cumstances having  regard  to  the  circumstances. 

404.  So  that  positively,  let  us  see  that  I  am 
right,  because  I  do  uot  want  to  put  an  interpre- 
tation upon  your  intention  which  is  not  just ; 
you  propose  besides  discussing  whether  the 
charges  are  legal,  even  if  they  are  legal  he  is  to 
consider  whether  they  are  reasonable,  and  look 
at  the  circumstances  under  which  they  were 
granted  by  Parliament  ? — Certainly. 

405.  Now  let  us  understand  ? — I  will  explain. 

406.  I  do  not  want  you  to  explain  yet ;  you 
shall  explain  eventually  ;  we  want  your  meaning 
before  you  explain  ? — I  will  give  you  my 
meaning. 

407.  I  shall  have  it  nicely  if  you  answer  this 
question.  Supposing  that  any  company  were 
entitled  on  a  certain  class  of  house  to  charge 
5  per  cent.,  and  they  charged  it,  and  he  came  to 
the  conclusion  that  they  were  within  their  legal 
powers,  he  might  say,  "  1  consider,  having  looked 
at  the  circumstances  under  which  the  charge 
was  made,  that  it  is  an  unreasonable  charge,  and 
I  shall  repeal  it  in  settling  the  value  of  this  under- 
taking "  ;  do  you  mean  that  ? — No. 

408.  You  do  not  ?—  No,  and  if  you  will  read  the 
sentence  it  is  perfectly  clear.  It  is  "  the  reason- 
ableness of  such  charges  having  regard  to  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  poAvers  of  charge 
had  been  granted  by  Parliament."  Now  what  is 
meant  by  that  is  this,  that  he  is  to  take  inXo 
consideration  for  instance  in  the  Lambeth  case, 
water  charges  fixed  in  the  year  1834  by  an  Act 
with  reference  to  the  condition  of  the  then  popu- 
lation, and  the  then  duties,  and  the  then  circum- 
stances are  reasonable,  it  allows  a  charge  of  74 
per  cent,  to  be  made,  and  he  should  say  whether 
it  is  reasonable  under  those  circumstances  to  allow 
that  charge  to  be  continued  so  as  to  base  a  water 
rental  much  higher  than  if  that  power  were  exer- 
cised in  a  reasonable  way. 

409.  That  is  a  very  pretty  speech  ;  let  ua  test 
it  by  a  little  practical  suggestion  ;  I  think  you 
said  supposing  he  finds  that  1\  per  cent,  was 
granted  in  the  year  1834,  did  you  not? — Yes. 

410.  If  he  thinks  that  it  is  unreasonable  that 
that  7^  per  cent,  should  have  lasted  until  now, 
do  you  propose  that  he  should  consider  that  it 
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has  not  lasted  until  now,  and  that  some  lower 
percentage  is  to  be  taken  in  valuing  the  under- 
taking?— No.  I  say  this  :  if  it  can  be  shown 
that  when  the  power  was  obtained  it  Avas  repre- 
sented to  Parliament  that  the  maximum  should 
only  be  a  maximum  and  not  always  exercised, 
and  a  water  rental  is  levied  at  the  maximum, 
then  the  arbitrator  should  have  those  statements 
made  by  the  company  itself  to  Parliament  before 
him,  and  that  he  should  see  whether  these 
charges  were  reasonable,  having  regard  to  the 
representations  made  by  the  company  itself  when 
Parliament  granted  those  powers  to  it. 

411.  Now  let  us  go  a  step  further  ;  what  is  he 
to  do  supposing  lie  comes  to  the  conclusion  that 
they  are  unreasonable  ? — He  is  to  have  regard 
to  that. 

412.  Once  more  I  ask  you  not  to  play  ;  what 
is  he  to  do  ;  what  is  to  be  the  practical  result  of 
his  coming  to  that  conclusion,  supposing  he  says 
that  7^  per  cent.,  which  you  take  as  an  arbitrary 
figiire  upon  certain  houses  is  unreasonable  ;  what 
is  he  to  do  ;  is  he  to  say,  "  I  shall  treat  this 
undertaking  as  if  they  had  been  only  charging 
5  or  6  or  4  j)er  cent."? — No. 

413.  What  is  he  to  do  then  ? — He  is  to  take 
that  into  consideration  as  to  how  far  that  circum- 
stance affects  the  future  rental. 

414.  Not  the  past,  then  ? — No. 

415.  You  do  not  say  that  you  know  ;  there  is 
no  limitation  with  regard  to  the  future  ? — ■ 
"  Claimed  to  be  made." 

416.  No,  it  says,  "the  legality  of  the  charges 
made  or  claimed  to  be  made  "  ? — That  does  not 
go  into  the  past. 

417.  It  does  not  say  anything  about  the  past 
or  the  future? — It  refers  to  the  future. 

418.  No;  "Now  made  or  claimed  to  be 
made  "  ? — That  is  dealing  with  the  future  ;  the 
past  income  has  already  been  realised,  and  is  in 
the  pockets  of  the  company  ;  this  is  the  price  to 
be  paid,  the  future  income. 

419.  In  other  words,  if  we  are  talking  about 
th^  prospective  A'alue  of  the  company,  or  the 
value  of  the  company's  undertaking,  having 
regard  to  its  future  existence  as  if  it  was  going 
to  live,  he  is  to  say,  I  think  7  per  cent,  is  a 
great  deal  too  high,  it  ought  to  be  reduced  to 
5,  and  I  shall  consider  the  future  value  of  the 
company  as  if  they  had  only  power  to  charge 
5  not  7  per  cent."  ? — No,  he  is  not  to  reduce  it, 
he  is  to  regard  the  reasonableness  of  it. 

420.  AVhat  is  the  use  of  his  having  regard  to 
the  reasonableness  of  it  if  he  does  not  act  on  it  ? 
— So  he  may  ;  it  is  not  arbitrary  upon  him  to 
reduce,  but  he  will  have  regard  to  that  circum- 
stance affecting  the  price. 

421.  Once  more,  do  not  let  us  play  ;  surely 
the  clause  would  be  absolutely  ineffective  unless 
he  acted  upon  it ;  how  could  he  act  upon  it  unless 
he  treated  the  charges  as  reduced  ? — This  is  not 
a  direction  to  reduce. 

422.  But  it  is  a  direction  to  consider  it,  and 
what  is  the  use  of  his  considering  it  if  it  is  not  a 
direction  to  reduce? — It  is  a  direction  that  it 
shall  not  be  excluded  from  the  inquiry. 

384. 


Mr.  Pember — continued. 

423.  At  all  events,  sir,  if  Mr.  Harrison 
does  not  see,  you  will  see  that  a  clause,-^ 
would  be  perfectly  inoperative  unless  the  arbi-f. 
trator  acted  upon  his  opinion  and  said  they  were 
unreasonable,  and  ought  to  be  reduced.  (To  the 
Witness.)  I  will  go  to  the  next  portion.  "  The 
deductions  from  any  compensation  claimed  by 
the  Lambeth  Company  which  may  in  the  opinion 
of  the  arbitrators  be  reasonably  made  in  respect 
of  any  insufficiency  of  the  present  storage  or 
filtration  of  the  Lambeth  Company,  or  in  respect 
of  the  provision  of  supplementary  supplies." 
Now,  have  not  those  been  dealt  with  under  that 
clause  which  begins  :  "  The  adequacy  and 
efficiency  of  the  present  sources  of  supply  and  of 
the  reservoirs"  and  so  on,  "  to  meet  present  "  and 
futm-e  requirements  ;  have  you  not  already  dealt 
with  that  there  ? — I  do  not  think  so,  it  is  a  matter 
of  drafting. 

424.  The  deductions  to  be  made  in  respect  of 
works,  plant,  or  appliances  which  have  become- 
wholly  or  partially  useless,  and  the  adjustment  of 
the  revenue  account  of  the  Lambeth  Company 
in  respect  of  repairs  and  rencAvals  pro{)erly 
chargeable  thereto.  Would  not  every  arbitrator 
be  bound  to  look  into  the  revenue  accounts  of 
the  company,  and  to  see  whether  the  question 
of  repairs  and  rencAvals  have  not  been  properly 
chai'ged  thereto  ? — -It  may  be. 

425.  Can  you  conceive  an  arbitrator  carrying 
on  an  arbitration  without  doing  so  ? — No,  but 
when  you  come  to  

426.  I  am  glad  to  hear  you  say  no  ? — But 
when  you  come  to  a  question  of  back  dividend, 
for  instance,  and  you  have  the  question  of  statu- 
tory public  enactment  of  the  alteration  from 
wooden  pipes  to  iron  pipes,  the  expenditure  on 
the  wooden  pipes  ought  not  to  be  taken  into 
account,  and  without  some  deduction  is  made 
or  is  capable  of  being  considered  under  these 
clauses. 

427.  Would  not  an  ai-bitrator  be  perfectly 
competent  to  consider  all  that  under  an  ojjen 
arbitration  ? — I  doubt  very  much  whether,  in 
reference  to  capital  which  had  been  rendered 
absolutely  useless  by  change  and  so  forth,  it 
would  be  entitled  to  back  dividend,  and  therefore, 
in  reference  to  back  dividends,  he  might  reason- 
ably look  to  see  Avhether  the  expenditure  upon 
capital  had  been  upon  that  which  was  useless, 
and  ought  not  to  be  taken  into  account  in 
calculating  back  dividends  on  capital  expendi- 
ture. 

428.  Then,  "  The  statutory  powers  of  any 
other  company  to  compete  in  any  part  of  the 
Lambeth  Company's  district,  and  to  rights  of 
any  other  company  or  body  to  supply  water  in 
the  Lambeth  Company's  district  as  now  existing 
under  statute  or  otherwise,  or  as  may  be  likely 
to  exist  in  the  future."  Is  it  not  the  fact  that 
ever  since  the  year  1852,  with  the  absolute  con- 
sent of  Parliament,  and  Parliament  has  considered 
the  matter  over  and  over  again,  these  companies 
have  been  allowed  to  have  a  practical  monopoly 
in  their  own  districts,  and  have  not  been  forced 
to  compete  ? — No,  1  know  of  no  such  consent  of 
Parliament  by  any  statute  or  otherwise  ;  and  this 
I  do  not  know,  that  those  in  that  district  have  been 
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unable,  owing  to  that  proviso  in  the  Act  of  1852, 
to  call  upon  the  cheaper  company  to  come  into 
their  district  and  serve  them. 

429.  Was  not  that  proviso,  in  the  clause  of 
which  you  are  speaking,  a  Parliamentary  enact- 
ment ? — Certainly. 

430.  Then  I  suppose  it  was  done  with  the 
consent  of  Parliament  ? —  That  proviso  gives 
competition,  not  excludes  it. 

431.  But  I  thought  you  were  talking  of  the 
proviso  in  the  clause  by  which  they  were  bound 
not  to  compete  within  each  other's  district? — 
Exactly.  The  West  Middlesex  for  the  first  time 
got  powers  in  1852  to  come  into  another  district, 
but  they  put  in  a  proviso  that  they  are  not  to 
do  it  when  there  is  another  company  in  posses- 
sion. The  result  of  it  is  that  the  consumer  loses 
the  advantage  of  the  competition  which  the  Act 
itself  laid  down  and  proceeded  upon. 

432.  Do  you  not  know  (because,  if  you  do  not, 
I  will  produce  the  clause  and  have  it  read  to 
you.  Now,  although  I  propose  not  to  do  it  at 
the  present  moment,  but  to  read  it  afterwards) 
that  in  1852  a  clause  was  obtained  by  which  the 
companies  are  let  off,  so  to  speak,  the  necessity 
for  supplying  water  in  districts  where  each  other 
supply? — Yes;  in  the  same  Act,  which  carried 
and  gave  them  the  right  to  carry  their  water 
supply  into  new  districts.  I  say  at  the  same 
time  that  that  proviso  was  inserted  fresh  powers 
were  conferred  and  new  areas  were  added  to  the 
old  companies  to  come  into  those  districts. 

433.  You  spoke  of  the  West  Middlesex  in 
1852.  What  new  district  did  the  West  Mid- 
dlesex get  under  the  Act  of  1852  ? — I  will  give 
you  the  list. 

434.  Cannot  you  answer  my  first  question  ? — 
You  ask  me  what  is  the  new  district,  and  I  will 
tell  you. 

435.  I  ask  you  what  part  of  the  new  district 
the  West  Middlesex  got  in  1852  ?— I  will  tell 
you ;  Putney.  The  West  Middlesex  came  there 
by  the  Act  of  1852  on  the  4  per  cent,  rental,  and 
there  has  been  no  supply  by  the  West  Middlesex 
ever  since  that  power  was  granted,  and  the 
consumers  in  Putney  have  no  power  to  call 
upon  the  West  Middlesex  to  exercise  that 
power,  because  the  proviso  said  if  the  district 
was  supplied  by  another  company  it  could  not 
exercise  it. 

436.  I  am  not  versed  in  the  philosophy  of  the 
patron  saints  of  Putney,  but  I  do  see  that  they 
were  to  supply  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Putney, 
by  an  Act  which  was  obtained  so  early  as  1806  ? 
—And  by  an  Act  of  1852  that  Act  of  1806,  I 
think  you  will  find,  was  repealed. 

437.  If  it  is  repealed  it  is  only  repealed  for 
the  purpose  of  being  re-enacted  in  another 
shape? — No,  it  goes  into  Wandsworth  and 
Battersea. 

438.  Are  you  aware  that  the  companies  in  that 
same  year,  1852  (and  this  is  the  proviso  that  I 
keep  asking  your  assent  to,  and  which  you  have 
not  yet  given  me),  got  this  proviso  :  "  Provided 
also  that  the  company  shall  not  be  bound  to 
furnish  any  such  supply  of  water,  or  lay  down 
any  pipes  for  such  purposes,  in  any  part  of  the 
district,  which  part  is  for  the  time  being  supplied 
with  water  by  any  other  company  "? — Yes,  they 
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have  that ;  and  it  is  the  insertion  of  that  very- 
proviso  that  prevents  the  benefit  which  Parlia- 
ment intended. 

439.  Why  ? — Because  it  gave  those  powers  to- 
those  companies  to  carry  themselves  into  the 
foreign  and  outlying  companies  

440.  Do  you  suppose  Parliament  passed  that 
proviso  with  its  eyes  and  ears  shut ;  do  you  sup- 
pose that  Pai-liament  did  not  know  the  meanings 
of  what  it  was  doing  in  1852  ? — I  must  ask  you 
to  ask  that  question  of  those  who  know  the 
proceedings  of  1852;  I  can  only  judge  from  the 
Act. 

441.  I  find  a  perfectly  clear  enactment  on  the 
Statute  Book,  and  I  ask  you  whether  you  sup- 
pose that  was  passed  either  per  incuriam  or 
instulticum,  or  anything  else  ? — I  do  not  know 
the  history  of  it,  but  others  do,  and  I  think  you. 
will  find  that  that  proviso  was  added  quite  at 
the  end  of  the  proceeding  quite  per  incuriam 
it  was  not  known  how  it  would  operate  ;  you. 
have  asked  my  opinion,  and  I  have  given  it. 

442.  I  was  going  to  ask  how  old  you  were  at 
that  time  ? — I  was  twenty. 

443.  I  do  not  think  you  knew  much  about  the 
water  supply  of  London  then  ;  however,  there  it 
is,  and  it  has  been  on  the  statute  books  of  these 
companies  ever  since  ? — Yes. 

444.  Then  am  I  not  right  in  saying  that  for 
the  last  forty-three  years  Parliament  has  con- 
sented and  acquiesced  in  the  companies  working 
with  a  practical  monopoly  in  their  respective 
districts  ? — There  has  been  no  alteration  of  the 
law,  if  you  call  that  acquiescing. 

445.  Then  I  think  you  might  have  said  yes  ? 
— I  do  not. 

446.  There  is  one  further  proviso  in  your 
arbitration  clause  I  see  :  "  Provided  also  that  no 
allowance  shall  be  made  by  the  arbitrator  in 
respect  of  any  claim  to  make  up  the  prescribed 
rate  any  dividend  which  shall  have  been  payable 
more  than  six  years  previously  to  the  passing  of 
this  Act."  Now,  let  me  stop  there  for  a  moment. 
If  that  is  one  of  your  provisos,  what  was  the  use 
of  your  talking  about  the  necessity  of  having  the 
last  sub-section  but  one,  that  is  to  say,  sub- 
section 7,  because  it  bore  on  the  subject  of  back 
dividends,  when  you  knew  that  you  had  a  pro- 
vision that  no  allowance  is  to  be  made  for  back 
dividends  for  more  than  six  years  from  the 
time  of  arbitration  ?  —  That  is  perfectly  con- 
sistent. There  may  have  been  the  most  useless 
works  for  six  years. 

447.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  works  laid 
down  for  six  years  v\ould  be  useless? — There 
may  have  been  capital  expenditure  abandoned 
and  rendered  useless  during  those  six  years. 

448.  Have  you  any  idea  that  there  is  such  a 
thing  ? — No,  I  have  not. 

449.  We  have  gone  through  all  that  clause 
now,  I  think.  There  is  one  thing  further  T 
should  like  to  ask  about.  Do  you  propose  to 
have  the  arbitration  after  the  transfer  ? —  The 
frame  of  the  Act  is  an  absolute  vesting  from  a 
fixed  date. 

450.  Quite  so  ;  in  other  words,  the  transfer 
would  take  place  before  the  arbitration  ? — Yes. 
The  difficulty  in  arbitrating  and  adjusting  all  the 
accounts  would  have  been  so  great  

451.  It 
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451.  It  is  worth  while,  before  going  to  that 
point,  to  call  your  attention  to  a  cbiuse  in  the 
South wark  and  Vauxhall  Act  of  1884,  which  I 
think  yoii  cannot  know,  with  regard  to  non- 
competition. It  is  this  :  The  company  (that  is 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company)  and  the 
Lambeth  Company  may  agree  as  to  the  supply 

;  of  water  in  the  particular  district."  Then  the 
clause  runs  :  "  With  respect  to  any  parish  other 
than  the  parish  of  Lambeth,  district,  or  places  in 
which  the  company  and  the  Lambeth  Company 
respectively  supply,  or  are  authorised  to  supply 
water" — leaving  out  unnecessary  words — "the 
company  and  the  Lambeth  Company  may  at  any 
time  enter  into  any  con  tracts  or  agreements  and  may 
from  time  to  time  vary  or  rescind  such  contracts 
or  agreements,  and  enter  into  others  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  which  part  of  such 
parishes,  districts,  or  places  aforesaid,  shall  be 
thenceforward  sujiplied  by  the  company  and  by 
the  Lambeth  Company  respectively,  and  such 
agreements  may  include  provisions  with  respect 
to  any  acts,  deeds,  matters  or  things  incidental  to 
such  supply"? — Yes,  for  that  particular  year, 
but  that  is  not  the  whole  of  the  area,  which  is  a 
very  limited  part — a  limited  spot. 

452.  I  quite  agree.  I  have  read  the  clause,  I 
hope,  fairly  ;  we  quite  understand  it  has  to  do 
with  certain  places  or  parishes  in  the  respecLive 
districts  of  those  two  companies  ? — Yes.  a  very 
small  spot. 

453.  That  you  have  already  said,  I  think, 
three  times,  and  we  will  call  it,  if  you  like,  to 
satisfy  you,  a  small  spot ;  but  that  shows  that  in 
1884  Parliament  did  something  which  was  in 
confirmation  of  the  more  general  proviso  of  1852, 
does  it  not? — As  regards  that  particular  spot, 
there  being  no  public  body  to  deal  with  it. 

454.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  when  you  call  it  a 
small  spot  I  wonder  whether  you  are  aware  of 
this  :  that  that  small  spot  happened  to  be  the  only 
part  of  the  district  of  the  whole  eight  companies 
which  was  not  subject  to  the  proviso  of  1852  ? — 
Will  you  say  that  again  ? 

455.  Yes  ;  I  wonder  whether,  when  you 
harped  upon  the  fact  of  that  spot  being  small, 
you  were  or  were  not  aware  that  that  little  spot 
was  the  only  part  of  the  districts  of  the  com- 
panies not  subject  to  the  proviso  which  I  read  to 
you  from  the  Act  of  1852  ? — I  am  not  aware,  nor 
should  I  think  it  was  so. 

456.  Why  should  you  not  think  so? — Because 
the  limits  of  the  Lambeth  Company  were  fixed 
in  the  year  1848,  and  before  1852. 

457.  What  of  that  ?— It  could  not  be. 

458.  Now  just  to  clear  up  this  question  of 
transfer,  would  you  mind  telling  me  where  the 
appointed  day  is  fixed. 

Chairman.']  Are  you  going  at  all  into  the 
question  of  the  final  paragraph  of  this  proviso, 
"  and  no  addition  shall  be  made." 

Mr.  Pember. 

,459.  Yes,  sir  ;  1  beg  your  pardon,  1  missed 
that ;  I  thought  I  had  finished  with  the  whole 
thing  when  I  had  dealt  with  the  back  dividends. 
(To  the  Witness)  I  am  afraid  1  must  go  back  to 
the  arbitration  clause  for  a  moment,  "  Provided, 
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also,  that  no  allowance  shall  be  made  by  the 
arbitrators  in  respect  of  any  claim  to  make  up  to 
the  prescribed  rate  any  dividend  which  shall  have 
been  payable  more  than  six  years  previously  to 
the  passing  of  this  Act,  or  in  respect  of  any 
assumed  future  increase  of  the  rateable  value  of 
buildings  and  hereditaments  within  the  Lambeth 
Company's  district,  other  than  an  increase  due 
to  alterations  or  addiiions  involving  increased 
supply  of  water."  Is  not  that  to  cut  at  the  root  at 
once  of  all  the  prospective  value  of  the  com- 
panies ? — No. 

460.  Would  it  not  ;  would  not  that  proviso 
have  a  very  great  eftect  on  the  prospective  value 
of  the  companies  ? — I  think  it  would. 

461.  Then  perhaps  I  was  wrong  in  using  the 
somewhat  imperfect  metaphor  "  cutting  at  the 
root,"  but  it  would  seriously  afi:ect  the  prospective 
value  of  the  company.  Would  it  or  not  ? — It 
would  of  course  stop  the  operation  of  the  power 
to  charge  upon  the  increased  valuation  ;  of  course- 
it  would,  and  it  is  intended  to  stop  that  for  the 
reasons  I  have  given. 

462.  Very  well;  you  admit  that  it  would 
seriously  diminish  jn-ospective  values  of  the  com- 
panies ? — Certainly  ;  I  do  not  say  "  seriously 
diminish." 

463.  But  surely  there  is  quinquennial  valua- 
tion, is  there  not,  all  over  London  ? — Yes,  going 
on  this  year. 

464.  I  mean  there  is  a  valuation  every  five 
years  ? — Yes,  there  is  one  due  this  yeai'. 

465.  And  they  are  entitled  to  be  paid  on  the 
improved  net  annual  value  ?--  That  is  to  govern 
their  maximum  charge. 

466.  I  call  a  maxinumi  charge  what  are  entitled 
to  be  paid  ? — T  do  not  consider  that  a  company 
because  it  has  power  to  charge  up  to  the  maxi- 
mum should  always  and  necessarily  charge  the 
maxiuumi. 

467.  Did  you  say  that  I  said  "  Would  he 
entitled  to  charge"? — Exactly,  that  is  what  I 
said — the  power. 

468.  T  did  not  say  they  necessarily  would  ;  I  said 
"  would  be  entitled  to  charge."  Of  course  an 
arbitrator  would  consider  whether  it  was  likely 
they  ever  would,  having  regard  to  what  had  gone 
before.  Now  let  us  look  at  the  last,  "  And  in 
addition  shall  be  made  to  the  fair  and  reasonable 
value  of  the  undertaking  in  respect  of  compul- 
sory sale."    Do  you  think  that  fair?  — Yes,  I  do. 

469.  You  are  buying  us  compulsorily,  you 
know  ? — I  do  not  regard  that  as  compulsory,  and 
I  do  not  regard  the  10  per  cent,  really  as  appli- 
cable to  a  case  of  this  sort. 

470.  Why  not.  Then  did  you  ever  know  a 
company  bought  compulsorily,  whether  a  water 
company,  or  a  gas  company,  or  anything  else,  to 
which  the  rule  did  not  apply? — I  think  the 
whole  legislation  that  has  taken  place,  or  rather 
the  findings  of  Parliament,  tend  to  establish  that 
it  is  a  public  necessity  that  the  water  companies 
should  transfer  and  that  a  public  authority  shi/uld 
purchase,  but  I  do  not  regard  that  as  a  compulsory 
purchase. 

471.  Do  you  not  regard  that  as  a  compidsory 
purchase  ? —I  do  not.  I  am  not  speaking  of  it' 
technically  ;  but  I  say  I  do  not  regard  it  as  a 
compulsory  purchase  and  standing  on  that  foot- 
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iVl  r.  P ember — continued, 
ing.  And  I  say  that  under  the  Housing  of  the 
Working  Classes  Act,  when  purchase  of  property 
is  allowed,  an  express  prohibition  is  made  that 
the  10  per  cent,  customary  charge  shall  not  be 
added  on  public  grounds,  so  also  on  this  transfer, 
which  is  not  a  mere  transfer  on  commei'cial 
grounds,  and  partially  on  health,  and  partially 
on  other  considerations  as  well,  the  same  rules 
should  apply,  and  the  10  per  cent,  clause  should 
not  be  allowed  with  regard  to  it. 

472.  You  say  that  this  legislation  is  called  for 
on  public  grounds  ;  is  not  every  single  Private 
Bill  in  which  there  is  compulsory  purchase  of  land 
or  what  not  always  stated  to  be  a  matter  of  public 
importance? — No  doubt. 

473.  And  is  not  the  whole  theory  of  compul- 
sory purchase,  that  a  man  must  part  with  his 
property  for  the  public  good  ? — Yes,  but  that  is 
to  a  public  company  and  to  a  commercial  com- 
pany, and  not  for  public  purposes  ;  and  I  say 
that  when  it  is  required  for  public  purposes, 
then,  as  in  the  Housing  of  the  Working  Classes 
Act,  it  was  prohibited  by  statute.  A  different 
set  of  considerations  arise,  and  Mr.  Chamberlain 
was  very  strong  indeed  upon  it. 

474.  Never  mind  Mr.  Chamberlain;  he  has 
not  given  evidence  here,  and  I  have  not  had  the 
pleasure  of  cross-examining  him,  but  I  will  tell 
you  someone  who  has  given  evidence  here,  and 
whom  I  have  had  the  pleasure  of  cross-examining, 
and  that  is  Mr.  Biiinie,  who  knows  something 
about  this,  and  who  is  a  fair  man  ;  1  asked  him 
this  question,  alluding  to  the  case  of  Stockton 
and  Middlesbrough  :  whether  it  is  iniquitous  to 
pay  something  for  a  compulsory  sale,  and  he 
said,  "  No,  I  think  that  is  reasonable  "  ? — Mr. 
Binnie  will  be  here  ;  he  will  answer  for  himself ; 
you  must  not  ask  me. 

475.  I  want  to  know  when,  say,  a  Railway  Bill 
is  passed,  and  a  man  has  to  part  with  a  portion 
of  his  estate,  Avhether  the  Preamble  to  every  such 
Bill  does  not  contain  a  declaration  that  the 
making  of  a  line  is  of  public  advantage  ? — 
Yes. 

476.  What  more  can  you  say  in  favour  of  your 
scheme  ? — I  draw  a  distinction  between  acquisi- 
tion for  commercial  purposes  and  acquisition  for 
public  purposes. 

477.  And  so  the  owner  has  to  suffer  ? — I  do 
not  consider  the  owner  suffers.  It  is  a  custom 
only,  and  has  grown  up — it  is  not  a  legal  charge 
it  is  admitted  ;  it  does  not  rest  on  statute,  and  I 
think  that  in  the  case  of  a  public  authority  the 
10  per  cent,  clause  ought  never  to  be  given. 

478.  All  over  the  country,  as  you  say  yourself 
(and  it  is  quite  true),  water  companies  have  been 
bought  by  the  score.  Without  going  into  any 
particular  case  where  there  might  have  been 
agreement  or  something  of  the  kind,  has  not  the 
universal  mode  of  purchase  been  purchase  under 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  and  an  allowance  of  10 
per  cent.  ? — I  do  not  know;  I  have  no  knowledge 
of  that ;  you  must  ask  that  of  someone  else. 

479.  Now  let  me  put  this  to  you  :  a  great  deal 
of  the  land  which  these  companies  have  bought 
has  been  bought  in  or  close  to  London.  I  dare- 
say you  know  that  not  only  is  it  the  custom  to 
allow  10  per  cent,  for  customary  sale  under  those 


Mr.  Pember — continued. 

circumstances,  but  a  great  deal  more  very  often  ? 
—  Yes. 

480.  And  I  daresay  you  know  that  the  com- 
panies have  always,  whenever  they  bought  land, 
had  to  buy  under  compulsory  powers  ? — Yes,  and 
that  payment  will  pass  into  the  capital  account 
and  will  be  considered  in  the  purchase. 

481.  Would  you  mind  referring  me  to  the 
date  which  you  call  the  appointed  day  ? — • 
Clause  4.    On  the  31st  day  of  March  1896." 

482.  "  Unless  an  agreement  shall  have  been 
made  under  the  preceding  section  between  the 
council  and  the  Lambeth  Company,  previously 
to  the  3lst  day  of  March  1896,  or  within  any 
extended  period  which  may  be  agreed  upon." 
Then  in  default  of  agreement  the  transfer  is  to 
be  made  ? — Yes,  it  is  an  absolute  vesting,  you  may 
take  it. 

483.  An  ab.solute  vesting  ?— Yes,  as  from  a 
fixed  date. 

484.  Do  you  think  it  is  right  that  you  should 
enter  into  a  property  before  the  value  of  it  has 
been  ascertained  ? — Yes. 

485.  You  do? — Yes,  with  the  other  conditions 
which  are  mentioned  in  this  Bill. 

486.  What  other  conditions? — The  payment 
of  the  dividend  and  of  the  interest  just  as  it  is 
during  the  transitory  period  until  the  price  is 
ascertained. 

487.  But  does  it  not  occur  to  you  that  if  you 
enter  into  possession  like  that  t)n  a  certain  day 
of  1896,  and  say  for  some  reaso^  or  other  the 
arbitration  is  postponed  for  a  year  or  two,  and 
you  have  no  object  in  hurrying  it  on,  you  might 
do  a  vast  deal  to  depreciate  the  value  of  the 
property  ? — Ob,  no,  I  do  not  understand  that. 

488.  Do  you  not  ?— No. 

489.  I  wish  anyl)ody  who  was  going  to  sell  me 
a  property  would  allow  me  to  go  in  before  paying 
for  it.  1  would  soon  depreciate  it  ? — There  is 
no  monopoly ;  you  are  to  carry  on  and  exercise 
all  the  powers  of  the  company. 

490.  Quite  as  you  choose  to  exercise  them.  As 
as  we  are  talking  of  precedents,  do  you  know  of 
any  precedent  for  that  ? — I  know  of  no  such 
thing. 

491.  What  is  the  difference  between  these 
companies  and  other  water  companies.  Take 
any  company  that  has  been  bought,  what  is  the 
difference.  Why  shoidd  you  enter  into  possession 
before  you  have  settled  the  value  and  paid  for 
them  any  more  than  any  other  authority  should 
enter  into  the  possession  of  any  other  company  ? 
— The  security  is  of  course  absolutely  un- 
doubted. 

492.  Is  it.  What  is  the  security  ?—  The 
whole  rates  of  London. 

493.  I  will  come  to  that.  You  have  said  that 
which  is  a  little  dangerous ;  we  shall  see  whether 
it  is.  However,  is  that  the  ground  you  put  it 
upon  ? — •!  put  it  upon  the  ground  that  as  this 
council  stands  in  a  totally  different  jtosition  with 
regard  to  finance,  and  that  I'eally  practically  its 
finances  are  controlled  by  Parliament,  the  form 
in  which  this  transaction  is  to  be  carried  out  can 
be  better  carried  out  in  the  way  proposed  by  the 
Bill  than  in  any  other  form. 

494.  That  is  to  say,  you  like  it  best  ?— No, 
no. 

495.  But 
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495.  But  why  should  not  I  carry  on  my  under- 
taking until  you  pay  me  and  then  you  enter  into 
possession  ? — I  think  if  you  were  to  sit  down  and 
consider  it,  in  the  way  we  have  considered  it, 
you  would  find  there  would  be  such  an  enormous 
number  of  difficulties  and  adjustments,  water 
rates,  monies  to  come  from  consumers,  that  it 
would  be  very  difficult,  without  you  get  a  fixed 
date  and  made  a  fixed  transfer,  to  work  out  the 
purchase. 

496.  Surely  there  would  be  just  the  same  on 
the  day  of  transfer  ? — No. 

497.  We  shall  have  outstanding  accounts? — 
That  will  all  appear  in  the  books,  and  it  will 
be  a  simple  matter  of  addition  and  subtraction. 

498.  Does  it  not  occur  to  you  that  all  these 
small  matters  of  addition  and  subtraction  could 
be  done  just  as  well  if  you  took  over  the  under- 
takings after  arbitration  as  before  ? — No,  I  do 
not  think  so.  I  think  you  will  find  a  great  deal 
of  difficulty,  and  I  think  the  transfer  should  take 
effect  as  from  a  particular  date  as  proposed  by 
this  Bill.  In  the  interim  you  are  absolutely 
secured  of  your  interest  and  dividend  and  every- 
thing, and  then  work  out  the  matter  as  quickly 
as  you  possibly  can  under  the  arbitration.  That 
is  the  form  which  I  think,  as  a  matter  of  business, 
is  much  the  best  form. 

499.  There  is  a  good  deal  yet  to  be  said  about 
this.  First  of  all,  as  to  the  security.  I  will  deal 
with  that  as  a  thing  apart.  Do  you  suggest  that 
London  is  a  bit  better  able  to  pay  30  millions  or 
40  millions  of  money  than,  say,  Manchester  was 
to  pay  four  or  five  hundred  thousand  for  the 
companies  which  used  to  supply  them ;  was  not 
their  security  equally  good,  or  Glasgow  or 
Birmingham  or  Sheffield  ? —  Really  I  cannot 
compare  them  in  that  way. 

500.  I  ask  you  distinctly  whether  you  are 
prepared  to  say  that  in  your  opinion  the  security 
lor  the  money  London  can  give  to  these  com- 
panies is  a  bit  better  than  the  security  of  the 
various  municipalities  which  have  bought  up 
other  companies  ? — cannot  say  whether  it  is 
better  or  not.  I  know  it  is  indisputable  in  this 
case ;  I  cannot  make  any  comparison. 

501.  Then  possibly  the  others  were  indispu- 
table. But  we  cannot  base  the  absolute  change 
in  procedure  upon  that.  Now  we  come  to  this. 
Do  you  know  of  any  precedent  at  all  for  such  a 
thing?— No  ;  I  tell  you  

502.  Say  No,  and  it  is  quite  enough  ? — I  say 
no,  because  there  is  no  precedent  of  another 
town  whose  finances  are  under  annual  grant 
from  Parliament  by  an  annual  Money  Bill.  We 
cannot  pay  a  penny  of  any  sort  until  our  Money 
Bill  is  passed.  We  surrender  millions  of  un- 
borrowed capital  every  year,  which  is  taken 
back  again  and  re-granted. 

503.  We  have  already  agreed  that  you  are 
unable  to  say  that  the  finances  of  Birmingham  or 
Manchester  or  Glasgow  or  Sheffield  are  not  just 
as  good  a  security  for  the  purchase  of  their 
companies  as  ever  London  is.  Now  let  me  ask 
you  this  :  as  soon  as  you  have  entered  into 
possession  of  our  undertakings  you  are  to  take 
our  books,  are  you  not  ? — I  believe  so. 

504.  We  shall  have  no  more  servants? — Your 
staff  will  be  the  staff  of  the  Council. 
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505.  Our  accounts  will  all  have  gone  ? — Yes, 
there  are  provisions. 

506.  And  we  shall  have  no  power  to  inspect 
our  works  to  see  what  is  being  done  ? — No,  that 
is  provided  for. 

507.  No,  you  have  the  power  to  inspect  our 
works  before  ? — If  that  is  not  so,  there  will  be  no 
difficulty  about  it. 

508.  Really,  considering  the  complicated 
character  of  this  property  of  ours,  do  you  think 
it  is  a  fair  thing  that  you  should  be  in  possession 
of  it  for  a  year  or  two  years  or  what  not,  after  it 
ceases  to  be  ours  before  the  arbitration  takes 
place  ? — Certainly. 

509.  Very  well,  if  you  do,  you  do,  and  there  is 
an  end  to  it.  Just  point  out  to  me,  will  you, 
any  section  in  the  Act  under  which  the  rates 
of  London  are  the  security  for  the  purchase- 
money  ? — This  Bill,  of  course,  only  imposes  the 
liability  ;  the  Money  Bill  must  be  a  separate 
Bill. 

510.  Quite  so?  —  It  cannot  be  introduced 
under  Standing  Orders  ;  we  cannot  introduce  a 
Bill. 

511.  In  other  words,  you  will  have  to  bring  in 
a  Money  Bill  ? — -And  we  have  brought  it  in. 

512.  What  stage  is  it  in  ;  let  us  see  what  this 
Bill  does ;  your  Money  Bill  may  not  pass  ? — I 
can  hardly  contemplate  a  state  of  things  that 
Parliament  would  sanction  the  passing  of  the 
Transfer  Bills,  and  not  sanction  the  raising  of 
the  money. 

513.  But  let  us  see  what  you  propose  to  do 
under  this  Bill  ? — This  Bill  does  not  touch  money 
in  any  way. 

514.  Does  it  not?— No. 

515.  Then  this  is  a  pretty  joke ;  it  absolutely 
takes  away  our  property,  then,  and  provides  no 
means  whatever  for  paying  for  it  ? — It  only  im- 
poses a  liability  upon  the  Council. 

516.  Where  is  the  liability,  show  me  where 
the  liability  is,  have  you  read  the  Bill  ? — Yes. 

517.  Where  is  the  liability,  I  should  like  to 
see  it,  show  me  the  liability  ;  come,  Mr.  Harrison, 
I  thought  you  knew  your  own  Bill  ? — It  is  the 
last  clause,  line  25  :  "  All  costs  and  expenses  of 
the  Council  in  the  execution  of  this  Act  shall  be 
defrayed  as  payments." 

518.  I  do  not  wonder  at  people  laughing ;  I 
will  not  join  in  it  myself,  because  it  would  not  be 
kind  ? — I  do  not  know  who  is  laughing,  but  that 
is  simply  because  they  do  not  understand  the 
peculiar  system  of  finance  imder  which  London 
is  placed. 

519.  It  must  be  an  uncommonly  peculiar  one  ? 
— It  is  peculiar. 

520.  Let  me  read  this  clause  which  you  say 
imposes  the  liability  upon  you  :  "  The  Council 
shall  keep  as  part  of  the  county  fund  a  separate 
account  relating  to  their  water  undertaking  to 
which  monies  received  in  respect  of  that  under- 
taking shall  be  carried,  and  out  of  which  pay- 
ments in  respect  of  that  undertaking  shall  be 
made  "  of  course  ? — That  is  not  the  clause. 

521.  Do  you  suggest  what  I  am  now  going  to 
read  casts  a  liability  upon  you  to  pay  30  millions 
or  40  millions  of  money,  whatever  it  may  be  ? — 
Certainly,  it  is  an  expense  of  the  Council. 

522.  Let  me  read  it,  "  All  costa  and  expenses 
E  of 
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of  the  Council  in  the  execution  of  this  Act  "  ? — 
Yes. 

523.  Do  you  mean  to  say  those  would  cover 
the  payment  of  the  30  millions  or  40  millions  of 
money  ?  -  Certainly  I  do. 

524.  Really?— Yes. 

525.  Do  you  mean  to  say  for  one  moment, 
come,  let  us  be  honest  over  it,  that  that  is  what 
was  intended  ? — Yes. 

526.  As  it  is  not  an  ordinary  Costs  Clause  ? — 
No,  it  is  not  indeed. 

527.  Then,  Mr.  Harrison,  if  that  is  the  fact, 
.  why  was  a  Money  Bill  necessary  ? — Because  this 

charges  it  upon  the  rate,  on  our  income,  not  on 
capital. 

528.  But  if  it  was  chargeable  we  could  get  our 
payments  out  of  that  ?— If  you  look  to  the  Act 
of  1888  the  words  used  there  are  "  All  expenses 
in  respect  of,  and  in  execution  of  that  Act,  shall 
be  paid  out  of  the  county  rate."  In  this  lan- 
guage, and  under  that  very  language,  every  pay- 
ment under  that  Act,  whatever  it  may  be,  is  a 
charge  on  the  rate  and  on  the  county  rate,  it  has 
nothing  to  do  with  capital. 

529.  Seriously,  letus  get  on? — That  is  seriously. 

530.  You  cannot  expect  me  to  take  it  as 
seriously  :  "All  costs  and  expenses  of  the  Council 
in  the  execution  of  this  Act  (except  so  far  as  they 
may  be  provided  for  by  this  or  any  other  Act), 
shall  be  defrayed  as  payments  for  general  county 
purposes  ''  ? — Yes. 

531.  That  means  out  of  the  rate  of  the  year, 
I  suppose  ? — Yes. 

532.  Annually  ?— Yes. 

533.  W  hat  does  your  annual  rate  amount  to, 
as  a  rule,  about? — For  our  present  purposes  we 
levy  I5.  \d. 

534.  What  does  that  come  to  a  year ;  what 
"would  that  represent  ? — A  penny  in  the  pound  is 
135,000/. 

535.  That  would  represent  a  little  over 
1,000,000/.  then?  — Yes. 

536.  Shall  be  defrayed  as  payments  for 
general  county  purposes  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Local  Government  -Act,  1888,  and  the  cost, 
charges,  and  expenses,  to  and  of  and  incidental 
to  the  preparing,  applying  for,  obtaining  and 
passing  of  this  Act  shall  be  paid  by  the  Council 
in  like  manner  "  ?■ — Yps. 

537.  Now  let  us  see  your  Money  Bill,  and  see 
whether  that  could  have  been  the  meaning  of 
that  clause  ;  here  is  your  Money  Bill :  "  Whereas 
the  London  County  Council  (hereinafter  re- 
ferred to  as  '  the  Council ')  ai*e  applying  to  Par- 
liament for  powers  under  which  the  undertakings 
of  the  companies  supplying  water  in  the  county 
of  London  and  the  neighbourhood,  or  some  of 
such  uTidertakings,  may  be  acquired  by  the 
Council,  and  it  is  expedient  that  provision  should 
be  made  as  hereinafter  set  forth  with  respect  to 
raising  or  providing  the  money."  Be  it  enacted, 
and  so  on.  This  makes  me  a  little  suspicious,  I 
admit.  "  If  the  undertaking  of  any  water  com- 
pany, or  any  part  of  such  undertaking,  be 
acquired  by  the  Council  under  the  authority  of 
any  Act  of  Parliament,  the  Council  may  expend 
on  capital  account  for  the  purposes  of  such 
acquisition,  such  money  as  they  may  from  time 
to  tinie  require  to  expend  for  those  purposes,  and 
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in  order  to  raise  or  provide  the  money  required 
for  those  purposes  in  connection  therewith  for 
which  they  may  be  authorised  to  expend  money 
on  capital  account,  the  Council  may  from  time  to 
time  create  and  issue  consolidated  stock"? — "  Or 
resort  to  the  consolidated." 

538.  We  need  not  read  the  rest? — "  Or  raise 
money  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Act." 

539.  If  your  statement  to  me  is  corx-ect  that 
that  Clause  25  made  you  liable  for  the  30 
millions  or  the  40  millions,  it  would  mean  that 
you  would  have  to  raise  a  rate  which  would 
represent  the  30  or  40  millions  ? — No  doubt, 
unless  you  got  the  power,  which  you  would 
certainly  get  from  Parliament,  to  raise  the  capital 
sum. 

540  I  want  to  see  exactly  what  you  mean  to 
say ;  do  you  mean  to  tell  the  Committee,  if  by 
any  chance  you  do  not  get  the  Money  Bill,  that 
you  would  raise  40  millions  of  money  out  of  the 
rates  ? — I  tell  you  that  is  the  legal  position,  and 
1  do  not  contemplate  the  possibility  of  Parliament 
passing  these  Transfer  Bills  and  not  passing  the 
Ordinary  Money  Bill  for  raising  the  capital.  It 
would  have  been  introduced  into  the  Ordinary 
Money  Bill,  but  for  the  tact  that  the  Standing 
Orders  of  the  House  of  Commons  requires  the 
Council's  Money  Bill  to  limit  the  period  for  the 
Sinking  Fund  to  60  years,  and  in  consequence 
of  that,  this  had  to  be  introduced  as  a  public 
Bill,  because  it  proposes  to  extend  the  limit  to 
100  years. 

541.  With  that,  I  am  thankful  to  say,  I  have 
nothing  to  do,  but  you  insist  that  you  intended 
to  take  power,  if  need  be,  to  raise  40  millions  of 
money  under  Clause  25  of  your  Bill,  which  is 
called  in  the  margin  "  accounts,  expenses  of 
Act "  ?  —  Certainly.  I  say  that  is  the  legal 
operation. 

542.  All  I  can  say  is,  my  powers  of  credit  are 
somewhat  limited,  I  cannot  stomach  that ;  is 
there  any  date  of  payment  fixed  in  your  Bill  ? — ' 
I  think  so. 

543.  Where  is  it? — After  the  Arbitration 
Clause  ;  if  not,  it  can  be  provided  for,  but  I 
think  it  is  in. 

544.  You  are  vei'y  careful  to  fix  the  date  of 
the  transfer  ;  have  you  been  equally  careful,  for 
our  poor  sakes,  to  fix  the  date  ot  the  payment  ? — I 
think  that  is  provided  for. 

545.  Just  tell  me  where  ? — If  not,  it  can  be 
done. 

546.  I  notice  in  your  Arbitration  Clause,  there 
is  not  a  single  thing  which  the  arbitrator  is  told 
to  take  into  consideration  which  is  in  favour  of 
the  companies,  laot  one ;  now  let  us  see  whether 
there  is  anything  else  in  the  Act  in  their  favour; 
look  at  Clause  17,  one  of  your  learned  counsel 
suggests  that  it  is  fixed  there  ? — I  should  think 
it  would  flow  from  the  adjustment  of  the  accounts 
in  Clause  18. 

547.  It  flows  from  the  adjustment  of  the 
accounts  ? — Yes. 

548.  That  is  a  phrase  I  should  be  sorry  to  have 
to  depend  upon  lor  my  money,  but  let  us  see  : 
"  As  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after  the  value 
of  the  undertaking  shall  have  been  determined 
under  this  Act— — "  ? — There  need  be  no  trouble 

about 
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about  it,  if  there  is  any  clause  to  be  provided  for 
payment  after  the  completion  of  the  accounts, 
there  is  not  the  slightest  difficulty  in  doing  it,  or 
inserting  such  a  clause,  it  is  a  mere  matter  of 
clause. 

549.  It  is  a  mere  matter  of  clause,  but  the 
arbitration  may  take  a  year  or  two  ? — But  you 
«aid  there  was  no  power  when  the  arbitration  was 
closed  to  impose  liability  to  pay. 

550.  No,  I  said  there  was  no  date  fixed  for 
the  payment  ? — The  close  of  the  arbitration. 

551.  "As  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after 
the  value  of  the  undertaking  shall  have  been 
determined  under  this  Act,  accounts  shall  be 
adjusted  between  the  Council  and  the  Lambeth 
Company  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  and  the 
arbitrators  may  from  time  to  time,  notwithstand- 
ing that  they  may  have  previously  published 
their  award,  determining  the  value  of  the  under- 
taking, determine  any  question  between  the 
Council  and  the  Lambeth  Company  with  respect 
to  the  amount  and  destination  of  any  monies 
retained  by  the  Lambeth  Company  or  received 
by  them  with  respect  to  the  undertaking  after 
the  date  of  transf  er  "  ?— Yes. 

552.  I  see  nothing  there  settling  the  date  of 
payment  ? — It  is  Clause  12.  I  see  the  purchase- 
money  is  provided  for  there. 

553.  That  is  to  sav,  "  the  money  stock 
annuities  or  other  considerations  settled  by  agree- 
ment, or  the  amount  payable  by  the  Council  to 
the  Lambeth  Company  under  this  Act,  if  the 
value  of  the  undertaking  be  determined  by 
arbitration  shall,  on  the  final  settlement  of 
accounts  between  the  Council  and  the  Lambeth 
Company,"  which  maybe  indefinitely  delayed  ? 
— Until  that  date  we  pay  the  dividend. 

554.  I  want  to  see  what  you  provide  for. 
"  Be  paid  or  issued  as  the  case  may  be,  to 
such  of  the  directors  of  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany as  the  Lambeth  Company  shall  by 
resolution  at  a  general  meeting  prescribe,"  but 
it  does  not  say  when  you  are  to  pay  ;  it  only 
says  you  are  to  pay  after  the  final  settlement  of 
accounts  which  may  be  indefinitely  delayed. 
Now,  let  us  see  what  you  are  going  to  do  for  us 
in  the  meantime.  I  should  like  to  call  your 
attention  to  Clause  17,  Sir,  I  knew  all  about 
thi?.  Mr.  Harrison  does  not  seem  to  be  so  well 
enlightened.  As  you  will  see,  he  says,  Clause  18 
provides  for  the  settlement  of  accounts,  and,  he 
says,  the  payment  will  flow  from  it.  Then, 
he  says,  if  you  will  look  at  Clause  12,  you  will 
see  that  on  the  settlement  of  accounts  you  will 
get  your  money.  I  say  yes,  I  daresay  he  will 
be  liable  to  pay  me  then,  but  the  day  for  settling 
accounts  is  problematical.  Now,  we  will  see 
what  it  does  for  us  between  the  date  when  he 
takes  over  the  property,  and  the  happy  day  we 
get  the  money.  Clause  17  settles  that.  "  Un- 
less the  amount  of  the  consideration  to  be  paid 
by  the  Council  to  the  Lambeth  Company  shall 
be  settled  by  agreement  or  settled  by  arbitration 
previously  to  the  30th  day  of  September, 
1896 " —  You  Avill  be  in  possession  of  our 
property  then  ? — Yes. 

555.  "  The  Council  shall  on  that  day  pay  to 
such  of  the  holders  of  debenture  stock  as  shall 
not  have  accepted  Metropolitan  Consolidated 
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Stock  Annuities  or  other  security  in  exchange 
therefor  a  sum  of  m»ney  representing  one-half 
year's  interest  on  their  debenture  stock.'"  That 
that  may  be  right  enough.  Now  let  us  see  what 
the  unfortunate  company  is  to  get.  "  And  to 
the  company  "  (leaving  out  the  word  "  Lambeth' 
because  it  applies  to  them  all)  "  one-half  year's 
dividend  on  the  ordinary  capital  of  the  company 
at  the  rate  paid  thereon  respectively  for  the 
corresponding  half  of  the  year  preceding  the 
introduction  of  the  Bill  for  this  Act,  and  a 
similar  payment  shall  be  made  half  yearly  at  the 
expiration  of  every  subsequent  half  year,  until 
the  amount  of  the  consideration  be  settled  or 
determined  as  aforesaid,  and  the  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  in 
lieu  of  interest  on  pui'chase-money."  Supposing 
that  any  one  of  these  eight  companies,  or  all  of 
them,  have  got  an  increasing  dividend,  and  this 
arbitration  lasts  over  a  couple  of  years,  our 
dividend  is  to  be  taken  at  the  point  at  which  it 
was  before  the  transfer,  and  we  are  to  have  no 
chance  of  such  increase  as  we  might  have  had  if 
the  undertaking  had  remained  in  our  own  hand-?? 
— Because  that  increase  will  have  passed  into 
the  capital  value  to  be  paid. 

556.  Will  it  ? — Yes,  of  course. 

557.  Do  you  mean  to  say  the  arbitrator  would, 
give  me  back  9^  per  cent.? — No;  but  he  will 
give  you  the  capital  value  of  that  which  in  his 
opinion  you  would  have  received,  which  he 
estimated  you  would  have  received,  or  whi^h  the 
accounts  show  you  would  have  received. 

558.  Thank  you,  I  Avould  rather  have  my 
dividend  as  well  as  mj  capital  value  ? — There 
can  be  no  difficulty  in  making  these  all  payments 
on  account,  and  it  cannot  matter  a  straw. 

559.  And  there  would  be  no  difficulty  what- 
ever in  settling  the  transfer  to  take  place  on  the 
first  half-yearly  day  of  rest  of  the  companies  after 
the  award  was  made  ? — You  would  find  the  same 
difficulties  and  complications  would  have  arisen ; 
we  tried  it. 

560.  Did  you  ? — Yes. 

561.  What  have  you  bought  to  try  it?  — We  con- 
sidered the  scheme,  and  found  it  would  not  work. 

562.  My  learned  friend,  Mr.  Baggallay,  points 
this  out  too,  that  even  that  half-yearly  payment 
of  a  stationary  interest  or  dividend  is  only  to  be 
made  until  the  amount  of  considcation  be  settled 
or  determined  as  aforesaid,  and  if  the  accounts 

are  not  adjusted  for  another  half-year,  we  shall  ^ 
get  nothing  at  all  ? — Really  that  is  a  matter  of 
clause.    If  you  want  any  words  to  express  it 
more  clearly,  you  can  have  them. 

563.  Let  me  point  in  this  precious  series  of 
Bills  to  another  thing.  I  see  Clause  13  says  this  : 
"  The  several  persons  who  immediately  before 
the  date  of  transfer  appearing  in  the  books  of 
the  Lambeth  Company  to  be  proprietors  of 
shares  in  the  Lambeth  Company  shall,  after  that 
date,  unless  the  contrary  be  proved,  be  considered 
to  be  proprietors  of  shares  of  the  Lambeth 
Company,  and  no  transfer  of  shares  made  after 
that  date  shall  be  of  any  validity  as  against  the 
Council."  Do  not  you  see  that  that  locks  up 
everybody's  capital,  and  makes  the  shares  quite 
unsaleable  ? — It  is  immaterial  to  the  Council  ;  of 
course  
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564.  But  not  to  the  unfortunate  shareholder. 
There  is  another  thing  Mr.  Baggallay  has 
pointed  out,  that  Clause  18,  under  which  your 
payments  cease  as  soon  as  ever  the  award  is 
made? — Of  course,  we  must  close  the  books 
in  order  to  know  to  whom  the  money  is  to  be 
paid. 

565.  Do  not  you  see  that  all  that  difficulty 
would  be  got  over  if  we  got  our  money  before 
you  entered  and  took  possession  ? — 1  do  not 
think  so.    I  think  you  will  find  other  difficulties. 

566.  I  have  no  doubt  we  shall  find  plenty  of 
difficulty  as  the  thing  stands  ? — I  mean  if  you 
proceed  on  the  other  things. 

567.  Yovi  see  this  Bill  bristles  with  this  kind 
of  thing.  We  have  already  found  four  dates  ; 
there  is  the  date  of  vesting  when  you  take 
away  my  property  ;  there  is  the  date  of  award, 
which  may  be  a  year  or  so  afterwards ;  there  is 
the  date  of  the  settlement  of  accounts  between 
you  and  me,  which  will  leave  a  hiatus  during 
which  I  get  no  dividend  between  the  date  of 
award  and  the  date  of  accounts  ? — Oh,  no. 

568.  But  it  is  so  as  the  Bill  stands ;  it  is  as 
clear  as  possible  by  Clause  18  it  is  to  cease  from 
the  date  of  award.  Now  let  us  suppose  that 
your  accounts  are  all  settled,  and  that  you  are 
ready  to  pay  us,  and  we  ask  you  for  money,  it 
will  take  you  some  time  to  make  your  financial 
arrangements,  will  it  not  ? — I  should  think  not ; 
a  very  short  time. 

569.  It  is  all  very  well  to  say  that,  but  40 
millions  of  money  does  not  grow  on  every  goose- 
berry bush,  even  in  the  City  of  London  ? — No, 
but  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  raising  money 
in  as  short  a  time  as  the  mere  forms  and  arrange- 
ments were  being  cari-ied  out.  There  is  a  great 
demand  for  2^  per  cent,  stock.  It  is  just  above 
par,  and  we  can  get  any  quantity  of  money  at 
that  rate,  there  is  not  the  slightest  difficulty  ; 
and,  further  than  that,  a  large  part  of  this 
debenture  stock  will  practically  assume  the  form 
of  very  little  but  a  change  from  water  companies 
stock  to  Metropolis  stock. 

570.  How  do  you  deal  with  the  debenture 
stock  of  the  companies.  Of  course,  this  stock  has 
been  issued,  as  you  know,  at  very  high  premium, 
a  great  deal  of  it  at  forty  premium  ;  you  are 
aware  of  that,  of  course  ? — Yes. 

571.  How  do  you  propose  to  pay  the  debenture 
stockholders ;  do  you  propose  to  give  them  the 
market  value  of  their  debentures,  or  what  do 
you  propose  to  do  ? — Yes,  you  will  find  that  is 
provided  for. 

572.  Let  us  see  whether  you  do  give  them  the 
market  value  of  the  debentures.  Clause  1 1 
deals  with  the  debenture  stock ;  your  statement 
is  that  you  give  them  the  market  value.  Now, 
let  us  see  what  the  clause  is.  The  clause  is  : 
"  The  debenture  stock  of  the  Lambeth  Company 
shall  after  the  transfer  continue  to  be  charged 
on  the  undertaking  as  by  this  Act  transferred 
to  the  Council,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects 
as  before  such  transfer.  Provided  that  the 
Council  may  at  any  time  within  twelve  months 
after  the  date  of  the  agreement  under  Part  II., 
or  the  award  under  Part  III.  of  this  Act,  as  the 
case  may  be,  and  after  giving  three  months' 
notice  in  writing  to  the  holders  thereof  cancel 
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such  debenture  stock  upon  payment  of  such 
price  as  shall,  failing  agreement,  be  determined, 
by  arbitrators  appointed  as  hereafter  provided, 
to  have  been  the  fair  value  of  such  debenture 
stock  during  the  last  financial  year  of  the 
Lambeth  (company  preceding  the  deposit  of  the 
Bill  for  this  Act,  or  in  the  case  of  any  debenture 
stock  not  issued  before  or  during  that  financial 
year  to  be  the  fair  value  of  such  debenture 
stock? — Well,  this  stock  hardly  ever  fluctuates. 

573.  Do  you  know  what  the  price  of  it  was  in 
the  middle  of  1893  ?— No. 

574.  Do  you  know  what  the  price  is  now? — 
No,  I  cannot  say  anything  about  it. 

575.  Then  you  are  quite  innocent,  are  you,  of 
the  fact  that  since  the  period  which  you  say  is 
the  period  at  which  the  market  value  is  to  be 
considered  it  has  risen  16? — As  I  said  in  my 
examination  in  chief,  this  is  a  point  utterly 
immaterial  to  the  Council. 

576.  But  it  is  material  to  the  debenture 
holders  ? — Then  alter  it. 

577.  But  why  did  you  put  in  such  a  thing  as 
this  which  is  avowedly  unfair  and  take  a  depressed 
year  like  the  year  1893  ?  — We  did  not  think  it 
was ;  we  pay  a  cash  total  consideration  for  the 
entire  undertaking,  including  the  debenture  stock. 

578.  But  it  does  not  ? — How  that  is  appor- 
tioned is  utterly  immaterial,  and  if  there  are  no 
provisions  in  this  clause  which  do  not  secure  the 
debenture  holders,  make  it  so. 

579.  But  instead  of  paying  the  real  value  at 
the  moment  of  the  debenture  stock  you  say  it  is 
to  be  determined  on  the  last  financial  year  of  the 
Lambeth  Company  preceding  the  deposit  of  the 
Bill,  that  means  the  financial  year  of  the  com- 
pany previous  to  December,  1893  ;  in  other 
words,  the  year  1893,  which  was  a  year  of  great 
depression,  and  must  have  been  known  to  the 
draftsman  of  this  Bill  to  have  been  a  period  of 
great  depression,  and  that  is  optional,  mind  you, 
at  your  instance  ? — What  I  say  is  this.  If  you 
take  the  total  consideration  money,  it  matters 
not  a  straw  to  the  Council  how  you  apportion 
it. 

580.  I  dare  say  you  may  think  that  is  a  very 
prettily  put  fallacy  ;  but  the  Committee  will  see, 
I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt,  that  that  total  you 
talk  of,  as  to  the  distribution  of  which  you  care 
nothing,  will  depend  for  its  amount  on  the  value, 
first  of  all,  at  which  the  undertaking  is  put,  and. 
then  the  value  at  which  the  debenture  stock  is 
put,  and  that  you  lower  the  value  of  the  deben- 
ture stock  by  insisting  upon  taking  its  value 
during  the  year  1893? — I  said  just  now,  audit 
is  useless  to  repeat  it  again,  if  this  scheme  does 
not  secure  the  debenture  holder,  make  it. 

581.  Then,  will  you  also  allow  me  to  call  your 
attention  to  this  fact,  which  militates  in  another 
way  against  what  you  are  saying,  that  Clause  4, 
which  provides  for  the  transfer  in  default  of 
agreement  says  that  the  undertaking  shall  as  and 
from  the  date  become  and  be  by  virtue  of  the 
Act  absolutely  transferred  to  and  vested  in  the 
Coimcil,  subject  to  any  debenture  stock  charged 
thereon.  And  you  have  it  again  in  Section  3, 
Part  II. :  "  The  Lambeth  Company  on  one  hand, 
and  the  Council  on  the  other,  may  enter  into  and 
carry  into  effect  any  agreement  for  the  sale  and 
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transfer  to  the  Council  of  the  undertaking,  as 
any  part  thereof  subject  to  any  debenture  stock 
charged  thereon  ? — Quite  so. 

582.  Section  6  is  the  same  ? — Quite  so  ;  that 
keeps  the  debenture  stock  till  payment  as  a 
charge  on  the  undertaking. 

583.  It  keeps  the  debenture  stock  absolutely 
separate,  and  then  fixes  its  value  according  to 
the  depressed  prices  of  1893  ? — No,  because 
whatever  is  paid  to  the  debenture  holder  under 
the  subsequent  clause  goes  off,  and  is  to  be  taken 
credit  for  as  against  the  total  purchase-money. 

584.  That  is  not  so ;  you  will  not  find  that  in 
the  Bill  ?— It  is. 

585.  It  is  perfectly  easy  for  you  to  say  so.  I 
say  again  that  you  have  an  option  within  a 
certain  definite  number  of  months,  the  debenture 
stock  being  kept  alive  (I  was  going  to  say  for 
the  purpose),  of  cancelling  the  debenture  btock 
on  a  price  to  be  ascertained  by  a  declaration  of 
arbitrators  as  to  what  was  the  value  of  the  deben- 
ture stock  during  the  year  1893,  and  that  was  a 
depressed  year.  If  the  debenture  stock  has  gone 
up  16^.  per  cent,  in  the  meantime,  the  debenture 
holder  will  not  have  the  benefit  of  that.  In  the 
alternative,  if  an  accident  were  to  happen,  sup- 
posing it  were  to  go  down  20/.  per  cent.,  you 


Mr.  Pember — continued, 
would  not  exercise  the  option  of  taking  the  year 
1893. 

Chairman.']  I  should  like  to  ask  one  question. 
I  do  not  know  whether  in  any  of  the  petitions  of 
the  persons  for  whom  you  appear  the  question  is 
raised,  I  know  it  is  in  some  of  them,  as  to 
whether  the  County  Council,  assuming  that 
there  was  to  be  some  central  water  authority 
for  London,  is  the  best  authority  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  Pember.']  I  think  we  all  raise  it. 
Chairtnan. 

586.  Because  Mr.  Harrison,  I  think,  in  the 
beginning  of  his  evidence,  made  some  statement,} 
on  that  subject,  to  the  effect  that  there  would  be 
plenty  of  time  to  spare,  and  they  would  have  no 
diflSculty  in  administration.  (To  the  Witness.) 
You  did  give  such  evidence,  I  think  ? — Yes. 

Chairman.]  Do  you  intend  to  deal  with  that, 
Mr,  Pember  ? 

Mr.  Pember.]  Yes,  sir,  that  is  one  of  the 
questions  I  intend  to  deal  with  on  Tuesday 
morning. 

[Adjourned  tiU  Tuesday  next, 
at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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The  Eight  Hon.  D.  PLUNKET,  in  the  Chair. 


Chairman.']  Before  you  begin,  in  reference  to 
■what  I  said  at  the  close  of  our  last  sitting,  I  asked 
you,  if  you  remember,  whether  you  were  about 
to  cross-examine  on  the  question  as  to  whether 
the  London  County  Council,  assuming  there  was 
to  be  some  central  authority  for  this  purpose, 
would  be  the  best.  I  have  since  been  looking; 
through  the  petitions  as  far  as  I  could,  and  I  find 
that  several  of  the  petitions  suggest  that  the 
coimtv  council  is  not  a  body  w^ell  qualified  for 
that  purpose,  but  I  do  not  find  that  any  of  them 
formulate  anything  like  a  coimter  scheme,  and 
after  consulting  with  my  colleagues  on  the  Com- 
mittee, I  think  the  opinion  of  the  Committee  is 
that  it  is  no  part  of  our  business,  whatever 
opinions  we  may  entertain  one  way  or  the  other 
about  it,  in  the  way  the  Bill  has  come  to  us  from 
the  House  of  Commons  downstairs,  to  go  into 
any  alternative  proposal,  and  we  do  not  intend  to 
do  so.  Therefore  so  far  as  you  may  in  your 
judgment  feel  disposed  to  cross-examine  the 
witness  in  the  sense  that  the  London  County 
Council  may  or  may  not  be  the  best  body  for 
such  a  purpose,  I  must  ask  you  not  to  go  into  it 
with  a  view  of  setting  up  any  alternative 
scheme. 

Mr.  Pember.]  I  will  not,  sir. 

Chairman.]  I  do  not  either  encourage  you  or 
deprecate  your  doing  so,  but  so  far  as  you  may 
in  your  judgment  think  it  right  as  a  general 
objection  to  the  whole  matter. 

Mr.  Pemher.]  Quite  so,  sir,  that  is  the  way 
that,  personally  speaking  for  four  of  the  w^ater 
companies,  I  think  is  the  line  I  should  adopt.  I 
do  not  know  what  line  my  learned  friends  who 
appear  for  the  New  River,  the  Kent,  Chelsea, 
and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  wiil 
adopt,  but  speaking  for  the  four  I  do  appear  for, 
that  is  precisely  the  line  I  am  very  glad  to  hear 
you  think  I  ought  to  take. 

Mr.  ./.  /).  Fitzgerald.']  Might  I  say  for  the 
Wandsworth  District  Board  that  the  point  is 
specifically  raised  in  our  petition,  and  I  should 
ask  to  be  allowed  to  cross-examine  Mr.  Harrison 
on  that  line ;  not  to  go  into  or  formulate  a 
scheme  for  a  new  water  authority,  but  to  show 
that  the  County  Coimcil  is  not  the  proper  bodv, 


and  that  the  proper  body  would  be  a  body 
specially  constituted  for  the  purpose.  But  of 
course  I  do  not  propose  to  ask  this  Committee  to 
formulate  any  scheme,  or  put  any  scheme  before 
them,  because  that  would  be  a  matter  clearly 
outside  the  province  of  this  Committee. 

Chairman.]  You  have  heard  the  ruling  of  the 
Committee  on  this  point,  and  no  doubt  you  will 
hear  what  Mr.  Pembef  has  to  ask.  Of  course  I 
trust  that  none  of  the  counsel  will  go  over  the 
same  ground  again  that  has  already  been 
traversed,  because  this  must  be,  under  the  most 
favourable  circumstances,  a  very  long  inquiry, 
and  that  would  really  make  it  impossible  to  get 
through  with  it  at  all.  But  you  must,  then, 
exercise  your  discretion  as  to  what  further  you 
may  say,  and  the  Committee  must  exercise  theirs 
as  to  how  far  you  should  go. 

Sir  William  Marriott.]  On  the  part  of  the 
Chelsea  Company,  for  whom  I  appear,  I  quite 
agree  with  what  has  fallen  from  my  learned 
friend  Mr.  Pember.  It  is  not  our  object  to  show 
what  may  be  a  proper  body,  but  we  may  cross- 
examine  to  show  that  the  county  council  are 
not  fit  for  the  purpose. 

Chairman.]  You  will  have  to  be  very  dis- 
creet, and  I  am  quite  sure  you  will. 

Mr.  Pember.]  May  J  add,  on  behalf  of  the 
Kent  Company  for  whom  I  appear,  that  they 
have  a  special  case  against  the  county  council 
taking  over  the  Kent  Waterworks  Company 
that  is  special  to  themselves;  and  without  touch- 
ing on  what  will  be  almost  a  separate  branch  of 
the  inquiry,  it  might  be  as  well  that  I  should 
ask  you,  sir,  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  opposition 
of  the  Kent  Water  Company  difi^ers  very  materi- 
ally from  that  of  any  of  the  other  water  com- 
panies, inasmuch  as  it  derives  its  supply  wholly 
from  the  chalk,  and  from  the  chalk  in  the  county 
of  Kent.  So  that  what  the  Kent  Water  Com- 
pany will  say  is  this :  whatever  happens,  the 
London  County  Council  ought  not  to  buy  the 
Kent  Water  Company  ;  we,  the  county  of  Kent 
shall  probably  claim  one  day,  speaking  through 
our  various  authorities,  that  we  ought  to  be 
allowed  to  buy  the  company,  but  that,  as  Mr. 
Rudyard  Kipling  says,  will  be  another  story, 
nd  will  probably  be  sold  on  another  occasion. 
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Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  re-called  ; 
Mr.  Kemp. 

587.  Bee  ORE  your  cross-examination  is  resumed, 
I  think  you  want  to  make  a  correction  in  one 
answer  at  Question  422,  which  reads  thus:  "But 
it  is  a  direction  to  consider  it,  and  what  is  the 
use  of  his  considering  it  if  it  is  not  a  direction  to 
reduce.  It  is  a  direction  that  it  shall  be  excluded 
from  the  inquiry  "  ? — Yes  ;  there  is  a  "  not "  left 
out,  as  is  evident  from  the  context.  It  should 
read,  "  There  is  a  direction  that  it  shall  not  be 
excluded." 

Mr.  Pember. 

587*.  There  are  one  or  two  matters  of  isolated 
detail  I  should  like  to  ask  you  about  if  you  will 
be  good  enough  to  answer  me.  In  talking  of  the 
point  as  to  whether  or  not  the  various  water 
companies  were  safe  from  competition,  had  your 
mind  been  drawn  to  Section  150  of  the  Metro- 
polis Management  Act  of  1855;  on  this  point 
whether  we  should  be  competed  with  by  any 
local  authority,  it  says,  *'  It  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to  purchase 
and  take  on  lease  (leaving  out  unnecessary  words 
always  in  reading  these  clauses)  any  land  which 
they  may  deem  expedient  for  the  formation  or 
protection  of  any  works  they  are  authorised  to 
execute  "  ? — "  Under  this  Act." 

588.  Of  course.  J  leave  out  those  as  unneces- 
sary words.  Also  any  offices  or  other  buildings 
and  so  on,  or  places  for  deposit  of  refuse  "  or  any 
land  for  the  erection,"  and  so  forth,  and  finally, 
leaving  out  certain  matters  which  do  not  con- 
cern us,  I  think  you  will  agree,  I  come  to  these 
words  :  "  also  to  purchase  or  take  on  lease  as 
aforesaid  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  streams  or 
springs  of  water,  or  any  rights  therein,  which  it 
appears  to  them  necessary  to  acquire  and  use  for 
the  purposes  of  cleansing  sewers  and  drains, 
and  the  other  purposes  of  this  Act,  or  any  land 
which  is  deemed  by  them  advisable  to  purchase 
or  take  on  lease  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  or 
obtaining  water  from  springs  or  by  sinking 
of  wells  and  for  making  and  providing 
reservoirs "  (and  other  matters  which  are  all 
enumerated)  "provided  always"  (and  this 
is  what  I  want  to  call  your  attention  to) 
"  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  authorise  the 
said  metropolitan  board,  or  any  district  board 
or  vestry,  to  use  or  permit  to  be  used  any  such 
works  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  water  by 
supply  pipes  into  any  house  or  factory  for 
domestic,  manufacturing,  or  commercial  pur- 
poses." Were  you  aware  of  the  existence  of 
that  statute  ? — I  think  so. 

589.  At  all  events,  I  think  you  will  agree  with 
me  that  it  goes  a  long  way  lo  support  the  con- 
tention of  the  water  companies  that  Parliament 
has  all  along  treated  them  as  bodies  that  were 
not  to  be  competed  with?  —  No;  I  base  my 
opinion  on  the  opinion  of  Mr.  FitzGerald,  the 
counsel  for  the  Local  Government  Board,  which 
was  handed  in  to  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Com- 
mittee and  is  contained  in  the  Appendix. 

590.  We  shall  see  what  Mr.  FitzGerald  may 
have  said  before  that  Committee  if  it  is  necessary 
to  go  into  it ;  but  all  I  can  say  is  I  must  claim  on 
this  point  to  be  as  good  a  lawyer  as  Mr.  Fitz- 
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Gerald  ;  let  us  hope  a  little  better.  Surely  that 
provision  that  nothing  m  this  Act  contained 
shall  authorise  the  said  metropolitan  board,  or 
any  district  board  or  vestry,  to  use  or  permit  to 
be  used  any  such  works  for  the  purpose  of 
supplying  water  to  any  house  or  factory  for 
domestic,  manufacturing,  or  commercial  purposes, 
was  intended  to  work,  and  does  work,  as  a  protec- 
tion of  the  water  companies  against  such  com- 
petition ? — No,  on-ly  as  a  protection  against  any 
provision  under  that  Act. 

591.  Of  course  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
under  no  Act  of  Parliament,  past  and  present  or 
future,  there  shall  not  be  competition  with  the 
water  companies  ;  but  so  far  as  it  goes  it  is  an 
announcement  by  Parliament  that  on  a  certain 
occasion  they  did  not  intend  to  allow  competi- 
tion with  the  water  companies,  is  it  not  ? — No 
doubt  as  to  any  acquisition  under  that  Act. 

592.  Quite  so ;  do  not  let  us  fight  when  we 
are  not  obliged.  We  have  so  many  points  on 
which  we  must  fight.  I  quite  agree  that  does 
not  go  outside  the  purview  of  the  Act  in  which 
it  appears  ? — It  does  not  prohibit  the  individual, 
and  there  are  an  immense  number  of  instances  in 
which  breweries  and  other  companies  in  London 
have  sunk  for  their  own  water  supply  and  are 
taking  it  at  the  present  time.  In  addition  to 
that  there  are  two  petitions  now  before  the 
Committee  on  this  very  Bill.  There  is  a  petition 
by  Messrs.  Blundell  Maple  and  Company,  and 
by  Messrs.  Shoolbred,  both  of  whom  state  in 
their  petition  that  they  have  sunk  Avells  and 
are  providing  themselves  with  water  out  of  those 
wells. 

593.  But  do  you  mean  to  suggest  that  there  is 
a  single  water  company  in  the  kingdom,  what- 
ever its  monopoly  may  be,  that  can  come  and 
say  to  me,  if  I  have  a  well  in  my  grounds,  I 
cannot  supply  myself  with  water  because  I  am  in 
their  district ;  do  you  mean  to  suggest  that  ? — No. 

594.  Of  course  you  do  not.  But  you  do  not 
mean  to  say  that  Sir  Blundell  Maple  or  Messrs. 
Shoolbred,  or  any  brewer,  is  entitled  to  go  and 
sell  water  in  competition,  do  you  ? — No. 

595.  And  they  do  not  claim  it,  I  suppose  ? — No 

596.  Then  I  may  leave  that  ?— It  is  entirely  a 
proviso  with  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Metropolis  Management  Act,  1855,  and  in  order 
to  prevent  any  other  words  in  that  Act  of  1855 
being  construed  as  giving  that  power,  a  proviso 
is  inserted  that  nothing  in  that  Act  shall  authorise 
those  particular  things.  It  leaves  the  whole 
question  as  it  was :  the  Act  did  not  enable  it, 
and  therefore  the  proviso  says  nothing  under  the 
Act  shall  enable  it. 

597.  I  do  not  want  to  be  always  at  issue  with 
you  if  I  can  help  it.  Did  Mr.  FitzGerald  give 
any  evidence  at  all  before  Sir  William  Harcourt's 
Committee  ? — Yes. 

598.  Evidence  ? — Yes. 

599.  Did  not  that  evidence  consist  in  handing' 
in  a  paper  ? — It  is  in  two  sentences. 

600.  I  know.  Perhaps,  as  your  voice  is  not 
strong,  I  may  read  it  for  you.  Let  us  see  what 
the  two  sentences  are.    Mr.  FitzGerald  is  called 
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Mr.  Pembcr — continued, 

in,  he  is  asked  who  he  is,  and  he  states :  "  The 
Committee  expressed  a  desire  to  have  a  state- 
ment made  out  from  the  Acts  of  the  water  com- 
panies, showing,  as  nearly  as  possible,  tlieir  powers 
in  respect  of  rating,  rents,  dividends,  and  so 
forth;  and  I  asked  the  Local  Government 
Board,  with  your  assistance,  to  prepare  such  a 
paper ;  will  you  be  kind  enough  to  state  what 
has  been  done,  and  what  is  being  done  in  the 
matter? — I  communicated  with  Sir  John  Lam- 
bert, and  undertook  to  prepare  a  paper  which 
would  show  the  powers  of  the  companies  in 
relation  to  supply.  That  paper  is  before  the 
Committee,  marked  '  Enactments  as  to  Supply,' 
and  is  dated  the  15th  of  June.  It  might  be  con- 
venient to  say  that  this  paper  begins  by  stating 
the  general  legislation  on  the  subject  with  respect 
to  the  obligation  to  supply  water  ;  that  is  to  say, 
the  legislation  of  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Acts ; 
it  then  shows  how  far  that  general  legislation  is 
altered  or  supplemented  by  the  special  Acts  of 
the  water  companies  ;  it  also  shows  the  authorised 
rates  of  siipply  of  the  several  companies  ;  and  it 
concludes  with  some  observations  under  the 
heading  '  Monopoly.' "  That  is  the  whole  of 
the  gentleman's  evidence  ? — Yes,  that  is  his 
evidence. 

601.  Now,  then,  I  come  to  the  paper.  Recollect 
what  you  have  said.  You  have  said  that  Mr. 
FitzGerald  had  given  an  opinion  that  that  clause 
I  have  just  read  was  not  intended  to,  and  did  not, 
prevent  competition.  Where  in  the  whole  of 
that  paper  does  he  refer  to  that  clause  at  all ; 
he  never  mentions  it. —  The  last  sentence  on 
page  5  is  "  The  result  therefore  is,  that  the 
Metropolitan  Water  Companies  only  have  a 
qualified  kind  of  monopoly  as  against  sanitary 
authorities  in  those  portions  of  their  water 
limits  which  are  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
City  and  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  VVorks." 
Then,  under  the  title  of  "  Monopoly,"  he  says 
there  is  a  restriction  imder  the  Act  of  1875,  as 
against  those  outside,  and  then  he  says  that  the 
Public  Health  Act  of  1875  is  not  enforced  within 
the  metropolis,  so  that  this  section,  as  already 
observed,  only  affects  so  much  of  the  water 
limits  of  the  companies  as  are  outside  its  area. 
Moreover,  it  has  no  application  to  competing 
companies. 

602.  But  we  did  not  want  a  ghost  to  tell  us 
that ;  w^e  know  that  perfectly  well.  The  point  is, 
where  did  Mr.  FitzGerald  say  in  his  evidence  or 
in  his  paper,  as  five  minutes  ago  you  said  he  did 
say,  that  that  clause  which  I  have  read  to  you 
from  the  Metropolis  Management  Act  did  not 
stop  competition  between  the  companies  and  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ?  —  The  first 
sentence  under  the  title  of  "  Monopoly,"  on 
page  5,  states  this :  "  Neither  in  the  Waterworks 
Clauses  Acts,  nor  (it  is  believed)  in  any  of  the 
special  Acts  of  the  eight  metropolitan  companies, 
are  there  any  provisions  giving  the  company  any 
exclusive  right  of  supplying  and  selling  water 
within  a  defined  area.  In  fact,  the  proviso  con- 
tained in  the  Acts  of  most  of  the  companies,  to 
the  effect  that  they  shall  not  be  bound  to  supply 
water  in  any  part  of  their  district  for  the  time 
being,  supplied  by  another  company,  shows  that 
there  is  no  legislation  preventing  one  company 
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from  supplying  water  within  the  limits  of  another 
company." 

603.  But' do  you  not  see  that  that  does  not  carry 
you  a  step  further  :  it  only  shows  that  Mr. 
FitzGerald  had  not  had  his  attention  called 
to  this,  which  is  not  one  of  the  Companies  Acts 
at  all,  but  which  is  a  general  Act  affecting  the 
metropolis  of  London.  If  you  can  show  me 
that  Mr.  FitzGerald  mentioned,  even  in  coming 
to  the  conclusion  he  came  to,  this  section  I  put 
before  you,  I  will  beg  your  pardon  for  saying 
that  you  are  wrong,  but  at  present  I  must  stand 
to  my  opinion.  I  think  you  may  take  it  from  me 
that  he  does  not  ? — I  do  not  know  whether  he 
alludes  to  that  particular  section. 

604.  But  that  is  the  whole  thing? — But  he 
does  allude  to  and  had  it  before  him  clearly, 
because  he  comments  on  the  operation  of  the 
Act  of  1855. 

605.  I  daresay  ;  upon  that  I  say  nothing;  but 
it  is  obvious  that  either  he  had  not  got  that  (dause 
before  him  at  all,  or  else  he  had  failed  to  give 
its  effect.  By  incaution  you  suggest  he  had 
given  an  opinion  contrary  to  mine  with  reference 
to  that  section.  We  will  leave  that  ? — - 1  put 
that  construction  upon  these  phrases  I  have 
read. 

606.  Then  I  am  sorry  to  say  they  do  not  bear 
you  out  ? —  That  is  a  question  for  the  Com- 
mittee. 

607.  I  wonder  whether  I  got  this  figure  from 
you  :  is  not  the  difference  between  the  mileage 
area  of  the  administrative  county  of  London,  and 
what  is  called  in  the  Royal  Commission,  water 
London  ;  that  is  the  district  supplied  by  the  water 
companies,  the  difference  between  121  miles  and 
621  miles  ? — I  do  not  know  ;  you  did  not  get  it 
from  me. 

608.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  area  of  the 
county  of  London  is  about  121  miles,  is  it 
not? — I  would  rather  you  ask  some  other 
witness  ;  I  never  gave  you  those  figures. 

609.  I  want  to  ask  you  a  question  or  two 
about  the  agreement  between  the  London 
County  Council  and  Surrey.  To  begin  with,  the 
Surrey  County  Council  are  not  a  water  authority, 
are  they  ? — No,  not  in  that  sense. 

610.  You  say,  "  not  in  that  sense  "  ;  but  they 
are  not  a  water  authority  at  all,  are  they  ? — No, 
they  are  representatives  of  the  county. 

611.  They  are  representatives  of  the  county 
for  some  purposes,  but  they  are  not  the  water 
authority.  I  think  I  may  also  say,  may  I  not, 
that  you  are  fully  aware,  what  we  are  aware  of 
too,  that  they  do  not  intend  becoming  the 
water  authority  for  Surrey? —  I  do  not  know 
that  at  all. 

612.  At  all  events,  they  have  shown  no 
intention  of  so  doing  ? — Quite  the  contrary. 

613.  Where  have  they  shown  the  intention  ? — 
In  the  agreement. 

614.  Where  does  it  appear  in  the  agreement? 
— By  dealing.  It  flows  necessarily  from  the 
purchase.  They  have  made  arrangements 
practically  to  take  over  all  such  portion  of  the 
area  outside  the  county,  which  is  within  these 
two  water  companies'  water  area,  and  to  take  all 
such  works  as  can  be  practically  appropriated  to 
that  area,  together  also  with  the  distribution 
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pipes  in  that  locality ;  and  they  have  also 
arranged  that  the  water  powers  shall  be  par- 
titioned by  arbitration  between  the  county  of 
London  and  the  county  council  of  Surrey,  as 
far  as  they  can  be  practically  apportioned,  and 
that  the  county  council  of  Surrey  shall  pay 
such  a  proportion  of  the  purchase-money  as 
represents  the  value  to  be  ascertained  by  arbitra- 
tion of  the  particular  works  and  reservoirs,  as 
may  be  assigned  to  them  under  the  partitioning, 
and  the  balance  in  respect  of  the  ratios  of  pre- 
sent supply  or  present  consumption  by  the  two 
bodies  respectively,  with  an  addition  of  a  million 
gallons  to  Surrey,  to  represent  their  demands  in 
respect  of  future  supply.  Then  beyond  that  there 
is  a  provision  that  inasmuch  as  the  works  on 
partitioning  would  require  outlay  to  equip  them 
and  make  them  adapted  to  the  two  separate 
localities,  that  that  expenditure  is  to  be  ascer- 
tained, and  is  to  be  added  to  the  purchase-money 
and  apportioned  in  the  same  way  as  the  original 
purchase,  so  that,  in  point  of  fact,  if  50,000/.  is 
necessary  for  the  outlay  to  equip  the  adaptation 
of  the  i)ortion  outside  the  county,  and  the  portion 
inside  the  county  to  make  them  complete  works, 
that  50,000/.  would  be  added  to  the  primary  cost, 
and  would  be  apportioned  in  the  ratio  of  con- 
sumption, plus,  in  the  case  of  Surrey,  20  per 
cent. 

615.  Does  that  carry  us  any  further  on  the 
road  to  finding  out  whether  the  county  of  Surrey 
is  a  water  authority,  or  whether  it  is  likely  to 
become  one ;  do  you  really  think  that  has 
carried  us  any  further  ;  now,  let  me  ask  you  a 
quet>tion  which  I  hope  will.  You  know  there 
has  been  a  report  of  the  Local  Government 
Board  upon  this  Transfer  Bill  ;  did  you  know 
that  or  not  ? — I  have  not. 

616.  Upon  my  word,  you  are  the  most  happy- 
go-lucky  person  I  ever  met.  Do  you  mean  to 
say  you  have  come  here  to  give  evidence  in  this 
room  without  having  found  out  whether  the 
Local  Government  Board  have  reported  on  your 
Bill  or  not  ?  —  I  have  left  that  to  others. 

617.  Are  you  astonished  to  find  that  there  is 
this  statement  on  the  first  page  of  it,  headed 
Part  6,  the  second  paragraph:  "As  regard  these 
proposals"  (that  is,  supplying  the  districts  with- 
out London)  "  the  board  think  it  right  to  point 
out  thai  no  county  council  outside  London  has 
at  present  any  power  in  connection  with  the 
supply  of  water  to  the  inhabitants  of  its  county, 
and  that  so  far  as  the  Bill  would  enable  the 
Surrey  and  the  Kent  County  Councils  to  acquire 
any  such  power,  it  constitutes  a  new  departure 
in  local  government  legislation."  1  wonder 
whether  you  are  also  aware  that  there  has  been 
quite  lately  (I  am  reading  from  the  "  Richmond 
and  Twickenham  Times,"  of  Saturday,  the  18th), 
a  meeting  of  the  Surrey  County  Council,  at 
which  Lord  Onslow,  who  is  by  no  means  an 
unimportant  member  of  that  council,  made  these 
remarks :  "  He  observed  that  the  Surrey  County 
Council  could  not  be  the  water  authority  to 
administer  the  water  supply,  unless  it  went  to 
Parliament  for  powers  which  he  did  not  imagine 
would  be  the  case  "? — Lord  Onslow  is  a  member 
of  our  Parliamentary  Clommittee,  has  taken  part 
and  has  expressly  sanctioned,  and  was  one  of  the 
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parties  to  sanctioning,  this  agreement.  He  has 
actively  supported  this  agreement  made  with 
Surrey,  which  has  been  unanimously  adopted  by 
the  Parliamentary  Committee  of  the  council ; 
he  spoke  in  favour  of  it. 

618.  That  I  quite  understand ;  but  do  not  you 
see  that  that  is  perfectly  compatible  with  the 
Surrey  County  Council  never  becoming  the 
water  authority  at  all? — I  do  not  think  that;  I 
cannot  tell,  with  this  special  case  of  the  water 
question  surrounding  the  metropolis,  what  may 
be  the  enactments.  It  may  be  more  convenient 
to  make  the  county  council  the  authority,  or  it 
may  be  more  convenient  to  partition  the  thing. 

619.  The  real  people  who  are  entrusted  under 
the  Local  Government  Act  of  1894  (that  is  last 
year's  Act,  which  is  commonly  called  the  Parish 
Councils  Act)  with  the  supply  of  water  to  the 
districts  are  the  rural  district  councils,  are  they 
not  ? — I  quite  agree. 

620.  And  the  only  power  whatever  that  the 
county  coimcil  has  in  dealing  with  water,  is  i+ 
not,  this  :  that  if  the  parish  council  of  a  parish 
moves  its  district  coimcil  to  give  a  proper  water 
supply  and  they  will  not,  then  they  can  appeal 
to  the  county  council,  who  can  take  measures  if 
they  think  that  the  district  council  is  in  default  ? 
— I  believe  that  is  so. 

621.  And  that  is  their  only  connection  with 
water  supply  ? — But  you  do  not  bear  in  mind 
that  the  county  in  this  case  is  in  no  way  coter- 
minous with  the  water  area  ;  the  water  area 
extends  but  a  very  small  way  into  the  county  of 
Surrey.  Surrey  runs  down  a  great  deal  further, 
to  Guildford  and  Redhill  and  elscAvhere,  and  is 
not  confined  to  this  limited  fringe,  as  it  were  ;  it 
would  be  impossible  to  have  separate  waterworks 
for  each  sanitary  authority. 

622.  I  wonder  whether  this  has  struck  you  at 
all.  The  Local  Government  Board  call  it  anew 
departure  in  local  government  legislation.  I 
wonder  whether  it  occurs  to  you,  as  a  lawyer, 
that  this  may  be  true :  that  for  the  Surrey 
County  Council,  having  no  power  whatever  to 
deal  with  the  Avater  supply  in  the  county,  to  have 
made  that  agreement  with  you  is  absolutely  ultra 
vires.  Has  that  occurred  to  you  at  all? — No,  I 
do  not  think  it  is  ultra  vires  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  subject  to  Parliamentary  sanction. 

623.  We  will  carry  it  one  step  further. 
Where  is  there  anything  in  that  agreement  which 
says  it  shall  be  subject  to  the  sanction  of  Parlia- 
ment ;  it  is  only  on  condition  of  this  particular 

Bill  passing.    Now,  if  this  Bill  passes  ? — 

Look  at  the  last  clause. 

624.  I  know,  that  is  conditional  on  the  passing 
of  the  Bill  ? — "  And  that  these  heads  of  agree- 
ment shall  be  scheduled  to,  and  confirmed  by,  the 
Bill." 

625.  Have  you  asked  your  Parliamentary 
agent  whether  that  can  be  done  under  the  notice 
for  the  Bill  ? — We  have. 

626.  And  what  does  he  say  ? — He  advises  that 
it  can. 

627.  Does  he  say  so  ? — You  can  ask  him.  I 
say  so,  otherwise  we  should  not  have  entered 
into  it. 

628.  Does  it  not  occvir  to  you  that  that  would 
be  altering  what  is  now  public  legislation  which 
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has  carefully  defined  the  powers  of  county 
councils  by  a  proper  Bill  ? — You  must  not  ask 
me  questions  relating  to  Parliamentary  pro- 
cedure. 

629.  You  have  given  your  opinion ;  I  thought 
you  were  rash  ?  —  I  did  not  give  any  opinion. 
You  asked  me  what,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  were 
advised. 

Chairman.']  We  shall  have  the  Parliamentary 
agent. 

Mr.  Pember. 

630.  Pardon  me  for  saying  you  will  have  to 
consider  it  yourself,  sir,  from  your  own  jioint  of 
view.  (To  the  Witness.')  I  should  like  to  ask 
you  this  question  :  Supposing  the  district  councils 
in  the  ])art  of  Surrey  which  is  within  the  water 
supply  insist  on  their  supplying  Avater  to  their 
own  district,  does  it  not  occur  to  you  that  there 
will  be  a  great  number  of  water  authorities  in 
Surrey  ? — I  cannot  tell.  I  should  think  a  good 
number  in  that  area;  [  do  not  know  how  many. 

0.31.  There  is  another  thing  I  should  like  to 
ask  you  with  regard  to  this  agreement;  we  will 
suppose  that  your  Bill  passes  ;  we  will  suppose 
that  the  agreement  is  scheduled  :  do  you  intend 
the  Surrey  County  Council  to  become  a  party  to 
the  arbitration  between  the  Lambeth  Company 
and  yourselves  ? — So  far  that  they  would  be  at 
liberty  to  attend  the  proceedings;  they  would  not 
be  a  party  vis-a-vis,  and  nothing  could  make 
them  a  party  vis-a-vis,  with  the  Lambeth  Com- 
jmny. 

632.  What  do  you  mean  by  vis-a-vis.  I  under- 
stand it  in  a  quadrille,  but  not  in  this  sense  ? — I 
should  have  thought  it  was  a  common  case  of  two 
parties  to  a  litigation. 

633.  How  would  the  company  be  able  to 
prevent  them  from  offering  evidence  as  to  the 
value  of  tlie  works,  and  in  fact  generally  acting 
like  a  respondent?^ — The  county  council  would, 
of  course,  call  them  or  their  experts  upon  any 
question  which  would  be  before  the  arbitration. 
The  county  council  would  necessarily  call  their 
expert  evidence  so  far  as  it  was  offered  to  us,  and 
the  water  company  could  not  possibly  object  to 
that,  wherever  it  came  from. 

634.  Do  not  forget  that  you  started  this  little 
discussion  by  saying  that  they  would  be  able  to 
attend  the  proceedings,  but  they  could  not  be 
vis-a-vis  to  the  water  companies,  as  an  opponent? 
— Quite  so. 

635.  Now  let  me  read  Article  7  of  this  agree- 
ment :  "  The  Surrey  County  Council  shall  be 
at  liberty  to  attend  and  take  part  in  any  pro- 
ceedings for  determining  the  terms  upon  which 
the  London  County  Council  shall  acquire  the 
undertaking  of  the  Lambeth  Company  "  ? — Quite 
so. 

636.  In  other  words,  I  shall  have  two  plaintiffs 
or  defendants  or  respondents  upon  me  instead  of 
one  ? — No,  not  two. 

637.  Why  not  ?— That  will  not  give  them  the 
right  to  interfere  in  the  arbitration  as  between 
them  and  the  company  itself ;  it  is  between  the 
county  council  of  London  and  the  Surrey 
County  Council ;  we  expressly  give  them  liberty 
to  attend  and  take  part  in  those  proceedings. 

638.  Before  you  make  an  answer  of  that  kind, 
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do  you  think  a  little  ? — I  have  thought,  because 
we  have  had  this  discussed  a  good  deal  between  us. 

639,  It  matters  a  great  deal  to  me.  You 
suggest  that  they  should  appear  and  take  part  in 
the  proceedings? — As  far  as  we  are  concerned. 

640.  Wait  a  minute  ;  there  is  no  limitation 
whatever  in  the  clause  in  your  agreement  as  to 
the  part  they  shall  take.  You  propose  that  that 
agreement  shall  be  scheduled  to  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, so  that  it  will  have  the  force  of  an  Act  as 
against  all  the  parties,  and  do  you  mean  to  tell 
me,  therefore,  that  I  should  not  be  in  the  face  of 
two  opponents? — Certainly  not.  This  is  an 
agreement  made  between  Surrey  and  the  county 
of  London,  and  no  agreement  between  them 
could  alter  the  form  of  acquisition,  and  the  form 
of  reference  and  the  mode  of  conducting  the 
reference  as  between  the  water  company  and  the 
county  council  under  the  other  provisions  of  the 
Act. 

64L  Will  you  just  tell  me  this  :  You  make 
that  answer  even  if  the  agreement  was  scheduled 
to  the  Act  ? — Quite  so. 

642.  Then,  in  the  name  of  all  that  is  sensible, 
what  part  could  they  take  in  the  proceedings  ? — ■ 
As  between  them  and  us  ? 

643.  What  pai't  could  they  take  with  you 
without  proceeding  against  me? — This  part  we 
might  call  certain  evidence. 

644.  What  is  the  meaning  of  that ;  do  you 
think  it  is  in  my  favour? — In  the  water  com- 
pany's favour  ? 

645.  Yes? — No,  as  against  them.  They  are 
not  parties  to  the  reference  in  any  other  sense  ; 
they  are  parties  assisting  as  being  our  partners 
in  the  purchase,  and  if  they  can  give  us  any 
assistance  we  agree  that  we  shall  consult  them. 

646.  I  know,  as  you  say,  assistance  to  you, 
and  assistance  to  you,  I  am  afraid,  means  some- 
thing against  me.  Does  it  not  occur  to  you  that 
(to  refer  for  one  moment ;  I  am  not  going  into  it 
in  detail  again)  a  vast  amount  of  your  arbitration 
clauses  are,  as  to  legal  points  which,  whenever 
they  are  raised  in  an  arbitration,  are  referred  by 
an  arbitrator  to  the  court  ? — No. 

647.  You  do  not  think  so.  And  you  do  not 
think  that  your  clause  precludes  any  such  refer- 
ence, and  takes  any  points  of  law  whatever  out 
of  the  hands  of  the  coui't,  and  puts  them  into  the 
hands  of  the  arbitrator  ;  you  do  not  think  so  ?— 
No,  the  arbitrator  will  have  to  consider  all  those 
things. 

648.  Then  you  do  not  intend  to  take  any  legal 
point  out  of  the  purview  of  any  court  of  law  to, 
which  under  an  ordinary  arbitration  it  might  be 
referred,  and  hand  it  over  to  the  arbitrator 
instead;  you  do  not  intend  that,  do  j'ou? — I  do 
not  intend  to  do  more  than  to  do  what  the  clause, 

I  think,  expresses,  namely,  to  give  to  the  arbi- 
trator power  to  consider  the  whole  question  of 
charges  whether  relating  t'\  or  founded  on,  law 
or  not. 

649.  In  other  words,  supposing  an  ordinary 
arbitration  with  an  open  arbitration  clause,  and 
certain  charges  are  made,  we  will  say,  or  claimed 
by  the  Lambeth  Company  in  aid  of  their  general 
claim  and  the  opponent,  say  yourselves,  in  the 
ordinary  way  said  "those  charges  are  not  legal," 
the  arbitrator  would  not  decide  that  himself, 

would 
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would  he  as  a  point ;  he  would  refer  that  to  a 
court  of  law  ? — If  the  reference  . 

650.  Say  yes  or  no,  if  the  reference  was  open? 
— If  the  reference  was  a  reference  as  to  the 
charges  and  limited  to  that,  Avell  and  good. 

651.  I  did  not  understand  the  meaning  of  the 
answer.  I  must  ask  you  to  make  it  clearer. 
Supposing-  such  a  point  as  that  had  been  raised 
in  an  ordinary  arbitration,  would  he  not  imme- 
diatel}'  refer  it  to  a  court  of  law  ? — Not  in  an 
arbitration  as  to  pi'ice. 

652.  Why  not  ?  —  Because  it  would  be  a 
matter  not  of  law,  but  indirectly  only  in  review- 
ing it,  and  enabling  him  to  calculate  what  the 
price  should  be.  It  is  not  a  reference  of  a  sub- 
ject matter. 

653.  Let  me  put  this  concrete  case  to  you  : 
Supposing  the  Lambeth  Company  claim  a  right 
to  make  a  certain  charge,  and  if  they  were  right 
in  their  contention  that  that  fact  added  a  million, 
we  will  say,  to  their  claim,  and  the  other  side 
contended  that  that  charge  was  not  legal,  it 
would  be  absolutely  necessai'y  for  the  arbitrator 
to  arrive  at  the  conclusion  as  to  whether  it  was 
legal  or  not,  otherwise  there  would  be  a  differ- 
ence of  a  million  one  way  or  the  other  in  the 
amount  he  would  have  to  give  ;  he  must  therefore 
find  out  if  it  was  legal ;  how  would  he  find  it  out 
except  by  going  to  the  Court  ?  —  He  would 
decide  that  in  the  ordinary  way. 

654.  How  could  he  if  it  was  a  question  of 
legality  ? — Well,  it  is  what  every  arbitrator  has 
to  do. 

655.  To  decide  points  of  law  ? — He  has  to 
decide  in  his  own  mind. 

656.  He  has  to  decide  whether  that  charge  is 
legal ;  I  am  not  going  to  let  you  get  out  of  that. 
Would  it  not  be  perfectly  possible  for  either 
side  to  say,  "  Sir,  you  must  not  decide  that  legal 
point ;  you  must  state  a  case  and  take  it  to  a 
court  of  law,  and  ask  their  opinion  "  ? — No,  I  do 
not  tliink  so. 

657.  Really.  Do  you  know  the  Arbitration 
Act  ? — Generally,  I  do. 

658.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  that  is  not  pro- 
vided for  specifically  in  the  Arbitration  Act  ? — 
No,  not  in  thai  way ;  not  on  a  purchase. 

659.  Y^vy  well,  if  you  say  so  ? — Suppose  the 
arbitrator  chose  to  regard  the  water  rental  as  a 
perpetuity,  he  might  take  into  considei-ation  a 
legal  question  bearing  upon  that,  as  to 
whether  it  would  be  a  perpetuity  or  a  terminable 
annuity. 

660.  I  will  not  let  you  go  off  my  point.  You 
may  take  a  point  on  which  my  point  does  not 
arise,  but  you  must  deal  with  my  jjoint.  I  say 
you  distinctly  tell  him  this,  to  take  into  con- 
sideration the  legality  of  charges  ? — No,  I  do  not. 
There  is  no  protection  in  that  at  all.  He  is  "  to 
have  regard." 

661.  "He  shall  have  regard,"  not  "may," 
and  that  makes  it  absolutely  certain  ? — No,  it 
does  not. 

662.  Very  well,  you  and  I  cannot  argue  for 
ever.  All  I  have  to  do  is  to  put  the  point  to  you 
as  fairly  and  straightforwardly  as  I  can,  so  that 
nobody  can  say  you  are  taken  by  surprise. 
There  is  one  other  point  which  I  am  told  I 
ought  to  have  |mt  to  you  a  little  more  clearly 
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than  I  did  the  other  day.  You  say  that  he  shall 
have  regard  to  the  deductions  to  be  made  in 
respect  of  works,  plant,  or  appliances  which 
shall  become  wholly  or  partially  useless.  On 
those  woi"ds  "plant  that  has  become  wholly  or 
partially  useless,"  we  want  to  see  exactly  what 
you  mean  by  that.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that 
supposing  we  have  spent  our  capital  on  certain 
appliances,  and  that  we  have  spent  it  (and  I  ask 
you  to  consider  these  as  hypotheses)  properly 
under  our  Acts,  that  the  auditor  has  passed  them 
as  proper  prices  of  capital  expenditure  ;  do  you 
intend  by  that  that  the  arbitrator  is  to  go  behind 
the  powers  of  our  Acts  and  the  expenditure  as 
sanctioned  by  the  auditor,  and  to  say  that  capital 
has  become  wholly  or  partially  useless  and  must 
be  deducted,  and  no  income  is  to  be  supposed 
to  be  earned  by  it  or  through  it.  Do  you  propose 
that  ? — What  I  understood  this  to  mean  is  this  : 
that  it  is  quite  impossible  to  predicate  in  what 
way  the  arbitrator,  or  arbitrators,  or  tribunals  of 
arbitration  would  arrive  at  the  conclusion.  There 
are  several  ways  of  doing  it,  either  by  taking  a 
water  rental  and  saying  "  there  is  so  much  rental," 
say  a  million.  It  is  a  water  rental,  which  having 
regard  to  water  imdertakings  is  worth  so  many 
years  purchase,  and  he  might  proceed  upon  that 
process. 

663.  But  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  this 
clause  ? — It  has,  indeed,  a  great  deal  to  do  with  it. 
If  that  were  so,  it  is  important  that  he  should 
be  at  liberty  to  have  regard  to  deductions  to  be 
made  in  respect  of  works  which  have  become 
useless  and  which  would  be  a  call  upon  that 
water  rental,  and  would  not  leave  that  water 
rental  as  a  net  annuity  to  be  multiplied  out  at  so 
many  years  purchase ;  the  clause  provides  for 
the  deductions  to  be  made  in  respect  of  the 
works  or  appliances  which  have  become  wholly 
or  partially  useless,  and  the  adjustment  of  the 
revenue  account  of  the  Lambeth  Company  in 
respect  of  repairs  and  renewals  properly  charge- 
able thereto.  He  would  see  by  that  investiga- 
tion, by  reason  of  the  works  not  being  kept 
up  to  their  proper  power,  whether  that  water 
rental  

664.  I  thought  whatever  else  we  disagreed 
about  the  other  day,  at  all  events  we  agreed  to 
this  :  that  an  arbitrator  under  an  ordinary  arbitra- 
tion would  see  whether  repairs  and  renewals  had 
been  properly  provided  for  and  charged,  and 
therefore  I  did  not  ask  you  anything  with 
regard  to  that,  but  I  asked  you  to  stick  to  the 
words  I  did  ask  you  about,  "  Appliances  whicli 
will  become  wholly  or  partially  useless."  We 
are  entitled,  are  we  not,  to  a  10  per  cent,  divi- 
dend, we  will  say  on  capital  which  has  been  duly 
expended  under  our  Acts  ;  we  are  entitled  to 
that  now,  are  we  not  ? — Before  giving  a  rebate 
we  are  entitled  out  of  your  water  rentals,  if  you 
earn  it. 

665.  What  do  you  mean  by  "  before  you  give 
a  rebate  "'  ? — To  the  water  consumer.  You  are 
entitled  to  10  per  cent,  out  of  your  water  rental 
in  the  first  instance,  but  you  must  ascertain  first 
whether  the  water  rental  is  a  permanently  fixed 
and  properly  earned  water  rental,  or  is  merely 
an  accidental  water  rental,  earned  by  alio  wing- 
works  not  to  be  kept  up. 

J"  2  6ti6.  Quite 
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666.  Quite  so  ;  but  will  you  once  more  kindly 
remember  I  have  not  asked  you  a  question  about 
whether  the  works  have  been  properly  kept  up 
or  not,  that  is  a  totally  different  subject  matter, 
which  I  cannot  help  saying  you  must  know.  I 
am  asking  you  this  :  We  are  entitled  to  have 
10  per  cent,  on  capital  duly  expended,  and  I 
want  to  know  whether,  supposing  we  have 
expended  1,000,000/.,  do  you  propose  that  the 
arbitrator  should  be  able  to  say,  "  In  consequence 
of  this  direction  some  part  of  that  million  which 
you  have  properly  expended  has  been  worn  out 
or  has  become  useless,  s')  I  will  deduct  it  from 
the  million,  and  I  will  not  consider  your  income 
is  10  per  cent,  of  1,000,000/.,  but  10  per  cent,  on, 
say,  900,000/.  "?— If  you  had  not  interrupted 
me  I  would  have  said  that,  alternatively,  the 
mode  of  arriving  at  the  value  may  be  with  refer- 
ence to  the  value  of  the  works  and  the  expendi- 
ture. Now  take  the  case  of  the  conversion  from 
wooden  pipes  to  iron  pipes,  which  rendered  the 
wooden  pipes  absolutely  useless.  It  was  by 
public  statute  compelled  to  be  done ;  that  was 
an  expenditure  which  was  absolutely  useless  and 
is  now  thrown  away.  If,  therefore,  the  arbi- 
trator was  to  proceed  on  the  question  of  ascer- 
taining the  value,  it  would  be  important  that  he 
should  be  at  liberty  to  consider  whether  that 
outlay  on  wooden  pipes  had  been  wholly  or  par- 
tially useless,  proceeding  on  those  grounds. 

667.  Now  we  have  it  clear ;  that  is  what  you 
intend  ? — Certainly. 

668.  In  other  words  (let  me  take  an  analogy) 
if  you  were  buying,  say,  the  London  and  North 
Western  Railway  Company  as  it  at  present 
stands,  you  would,  under  a  similar  clause,  deduct 
from  the  London  and  North  Western  Railway 
capital  every  single  shilling  that  had  been  spent 
on  the  original  stations  on  their  line,  we  will  say 
which  have  been  supplanted  by  better  and  bigger 
ones  ? — No,  I  should  say  the  analogy  would  be 
if  you  were  buying  an  engineer's  works  and 
factories  you  would  be  at  liberty  to  consider 
whether  the  models,  plant,  and  old  materials 
accumulated  on  such  works  were  at  a  figure 
equal  to  their  capital  outlay,  or  were  to  be  taken 
into  consideration  as  to  which  were  useless  and 
which  were  not. 

669.  Do  you  mean  to  say  there  are  any  wooden 
pipes  now  ? — Not  in  the  ground. 

670.  Do  you  say  there  are  any  stacked  for 
which  we  should  be  likely  to  ask  ? — No,  but  the 
capital  for  the  outlay  figures  in  their  books. 

671.  Qviite  so,  I  say  that  that  is  exactly  ana- 
logous to  anyone  who  is  buying  the  London  and 
North  Western  Railway  saying  that  they  would 
deduct  from  the  capital  account  everything  that 
had  been  originally  spent  on  stations  which  had 
been  superseded.  Now  let  me  ask  you  this  final 
question  on  that  point.  Have  you  ever  known 
any  single  arbitration  throughout  the  country,  as 
to  water  companies  or  anything  else,  where  a 
clause  of  this  kind  has  been  put  in,  or  anything, 
such  as  is  suggested  by  the  clause,  has  ever  been 
taken  into  consideration  ? — Clause  6. 

L..672.  No,  this  particular  thing  I  am  asking 
about? — I  should  have  thought  it  reasonable, 
but  I  do  not  know  of  any  precedents,  but  I  think 
it  is  only  fair  and  equitable. 
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67.3.  You  do  not  know  of  any  precedent,  so 
there  I  will  leave  it.  You  suggested  that  the 
West  Middlesex  Company  got  a  lot  of  new  dis- 
tricts in  1852.  Have  you  looked  into  that  matter 
since? — No,  I  have  not,  but  what  I  suggest  is, 
that  they  did  get  new  districts  under  the  Act  of 
1852  upon  their  then  rental  of  4  per  cent.  All 
the  previous  Acts  were  repealed,  and  they  had 
the  opportunity  in  1852  

674.  Do  you  mean  this  :  that  they  got  the 
same  districts  that  they  had  in  1852,  only  we 
must  consider  them  as  fresh  districts  in  1852, 
because  you  say  the  old  Acts  which  gave  them 
were  repealed  in  1852  ? — No.  I  mean  that  those 
districts  were  kept  up,  but  were  given  to  them, 
although  occupied  and  de  facto  supplied  by  other 
companies  with  much  larger  percentages ;  they 
were  given  to  them  in  1852  with  the  power  to 
supply  them  on  the  lower  rental. 

675.  Will  you  refer  me  to  the  section  in  the 
Act  of  1852  under  which  that  was  done? — Any 
one  of  the  Acts. 

676.  I  do  not  want  any  one  of  the  Acts ;  I 
want  to  know  the  section  under  which  that  was 
done.  I  am  distinctly  instructed,  and  I  am  bound 
to  say  that  I  believe  it,  that  no  district  has  been 
added  to  the  West  Middlesex  since  1810,  and, 
certainly,  none  was  added  in  1852?— That  is  not 
what  I  said.  What  I  said  was  that  the  southern 
districts,  being  already  occupied  de  facto  by  two 
other  companies  with  a  high  rentaJ.  The  West 
Middlesex  were  in  1852  on  re-enactments 
authorised  to  go  into  those  districts,  and  were 
limited  to  a  charge  of  4  per  cent,  as  against  7^ 
per  cent  ,  and  that  must  have  been  with  the 
object  of  creating  competition. 

677.  Very  well  ;  it  passes  my  comprehension  ; 
I  hope  other  people  are  more  clear-headed  ? — 
That  is  clear,  it  seems  to  me. 

678.  There  is  one  more  isolated  point,  and  only 
one,  1  think,  before  I  go  to  questions  upon 
other  subjects.  I  want  to  know  what  the  deben- 
ture stockholders'  position  would  be  if  you  sold 
off  to  the  various  other  authorities  outside 
London  portions  of  the  undertaking.  I  see  the 
debenture  stock  of  the  Lambeth  Company  you 
say,  in  the  Lambeth  Bill,  Section  11,  shall,  after 
the  transfer,  "  continue  to  be  charged  on  the 
undertaking  by  this  Act,  transferred  to  the 
Council  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as 
before  such  transfer  "  ? — Yes. 

679.  Now  supposing  you  were  to  get  these 
Bills,  and  you  parted  with  all  those  parts  of  the 
undertaking  to  the  out-districts,  which  out-dis- 
tricts were  willing  to  buy,  what  would  become 
of  the  unfortimate  debenture  holder  ? — But  we 
do  not  propose  to  part  with  them,  nor  is  the 
agreement  to  part  with  them. 

680.  I  am  not  talking  of  any  agreement, 
because  I  know  with  nobody  except  Surrey  have 
you  any  agreement  ? — And  with  Croydcm. 

681.  Croydon  is  a  bit  of  Surrey,  but  supposing 
all  the  other  County  Councils  buy  ? — We  should 
not  adopt  any  other  form  than  that  which  has 
been  adopted  in  the  case  of  Surrey,  and  in  the 
case  of  Surrey  there  is  no  power  to  partition 
until  the  purchase  is  complete. 

682.  But  I  am  talking  of  the  debenture 
holders  themselves,  after  the  transfer.    "  The 
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debenture  stock  of  the  Lambeth  Company  shall 
continue  after  the  transfer ''  ?  -Quite  so,  and  it 
would  continue  still. 

683.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  debenture 
holders  are  to  have  a  se{)arate  lien  tui  ah  the 
various  fractions  into  which  the  undertaking 
would  be  cut  up  ? — No,  because  that  arrange- 
ment does  not  separate  until  we  have  com[)leted 
the  purchase  from  the  water  company. 

684.  Excuse  me ;  to  begin  with  you  buy  by 
Section  4  subject  to  the  debenture  stock,  and  by 
Section  1 1  the  debenture  stock  is  after  the  trans- 
fer to  continue  to  be  charged  on  the  under- 
taking ? — -Yes  ;  but  the  agreement  with  Surrey 
is  after  the  completion  of  the  purchase.  There 
is  no  sale,  and  there  is  no  parting  with  property 
until  the  purchase  money  is  paid  by  the  County 
Council  in  the  first  instance  to  the  \\  ater  com- 
pany ;  there  is  nothing  in  this  agreement  to 
operate  upon.  There  is  no  transfer  of  interest  at 
ail. 

685.  But  that  purchase  does  not  include  the 
debenture  stock ;  unless  you  come  to  an  agree- 
ment with  the  debenture  holders  they  will  have, 
according  to  you,  even  after  the  purchase  by  the 
water  companies,  as  their  only  security,  the 
undertaking.  Now,  i  say,  are  they  to  have  the 
security  of  the  undertaking  split  up,  perhaps, 
into  a  hundred  fragments  ? — It  will  not  be  split 
up  ;  there  is  no  intention  to  split  it  up. 

686.  What  liability  have  the  Surrey  County 
Council  undertaken  with  regard  to  the  debenture 
stock  in  that  agreement  of  yours  ? — They  have 
undertaken  to  pay  a  proportion  of  the  total  pur- 
chase money  after  you  take  away  the  value  of 
the  works. 

687.  That  is  a  payment  to  you  ? — Certainly. 

688.  But  where  is  the  security  to  the  deben- 
ture holders  ?  What  have  they  done  for  the 
debenture  holders  in  the  agreement  ?  —  The 
undertaking ;  the  whole  thing  includes  the  under- 
taking. 

689.  It  does  not,  excuse  me  ? — I  cannot  say 
more. 

690.  Under  that  agreement,  and  I  defy  you 
to  point  it  out  to  me,  Surrey  does  not  undertake 
one  halfpenny  liability  to  the  debenture  holders. 
If  you  disagree  with  me,  show  it  me  ?  —  What  I 
say  is  

691.  But  show  it  to  me  ;  I  must  really  pin  you 
to  a  direct  answer  ;  I  am  sorry  to  have  to  do  it, 
but  I  must.  Where,  in  the  whole  of  that  agree- 
ment with  Surrey,  is  there  a  single  phrase  which 
shows  that  the  County  Council  are  to  undertake 
any  liability  as  to  the  debenture  stock  ?  I  defy 
you  to  show  it  to  me  ? — I  beg  your  pardon. 
What  I  say  is  

692.  No,  you  show  me  that ;  I  know  you  are 
very  fond  of  saying  something,  but  I  want  you 
to  answer  the  question,  where  is  it  ?  Of  course, 
I  know  it  is  not  there  ? — But  I  say  it  is  there, 
the  whole  scheme  of  it. 

693.  Where  is  it  ?— Under  Section  3  :  "  The 
price  to  be  paid  by  the  Surrey  County  Council 
for  the  premises  to  be  transferred  to  them  under 
Article  1  shall  be  ascertained  as  follows  : 
'  When  the  amount  paid  or  to  be  paid  by  the 
County  Council  for  acquiring  the  undertaking 
shall  huve  been  ascertained,  and  the  value  shall 
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be  ascertained  of  the  works,  the  balance  shall  be 
apportioned  in  the  proportions  mentioned  in  this 
Section.'  " 

694.  Quite  so  ;  now  where  does  the  unhappy 
mortgagee  come  in  ?  —  That  is  part  of  the  money 
paid  or  to  be  paid  by  the  County  Council. 

695.  But  is  there  any  provision  for  handing 
that  over  to  any  fund  ? — No  ;  the  debenture 
holder  has  nothing  to  do  with  any  special 
arrangement. 

696.  I  know  he  has  not,  poor  wretch  ? — He 
would  be  very  badly  treated  if  he  had. 

697.  Is  not  this  transaction  what  I  say  (and  a 
smile  will  not  get  rid  of  it)  that  the  Surrey 
County  Council,  when  the  price  that  they  ought 
to  pay  you  for  their  share  in  the  undertaking 
which  you  have  bought,  subject  to  the  debenture 
holder  is  once  ascertained,  they  pay  that  over  to 
you  straight,  do  they  not,  the  whole  of  it  ?— 
When  we  have  paid  it. 

698.  Who  says,  when  you  have  paid  it  ? 
When  you  have  paid  it  to  the  water  company, 
and  what  you  pay  to  the  water  company  is  the 
value  of  their  undertaking,  subject  to  the  deben- 
ture stock  ? — That  is  not  so. 

699.  What  is  the  use  of  saying  that ;  show  me 
then  anything  in  your  Bill  where  you  say  that 
you  are  to  pay  over  to  the  water  company  the 
value  of  their  undertaking  plus  the  value  of  the 
debenture  stock  ? — I  say  including  the  debenture 
stock. 

700.  Where  ? — I  say  that  is  the  whole  scheme 
of  the  Bill. 

701.  Mr.  Harrison?  you  did  not  know  much 
about  your  Bill  the  other  day. 

Chairman.'\  I  think  Mr.  Harrison  said  on  the 
last  day  that  if  the  clauses  were  not  considered 
sufficient  for  the  protection  of  the  debenture 
holders,  he  was  quite  willing  to  agree  that  the 
Committee  should  make  them  so,  and  you  may 
rest  assured  that  if  the  rest  of  the  Bill  should 
come  to  pass  we  will  take  care  to  protect  the 
debenture  holders. 

Mr.  Pember.']  Of  course,  he  cannot  put  any 
liability  on  the  Surrey  County  Council  because 
the  agreement  is  signed  and  sealed. 

Witness.']  Quite  so ;  their  interest  does  not 
arise  until  it  is  a  completed  purchase. 

Chairman. 

702.  (To  the  Witness.)  I  understand  you  are 
willing  to  put  in  any  clauses  necessary  for  the 
protection  of  the  debenture  holders  ? — Quite. 

Mr.  Pember. 

703.  If  you  had  said  so  before  ? — I  said 

so  in  examination-in-chief  and  in  cross-examina- 
tion. 

704.  Now  I  want  to  know  this :  Have  not  you 
got  an  annual  report  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
Council  which  shows  the  number  of  committees 
and  the  number  of  their  meetings,  and  the 
number  of  the  members? — No,  not  an  annual 
report ;  there  is  a  I'eturn  periodically  made  of 
the  attendances  of  members  at  committees. 

705.  I  am  not  talking  about  that.  I  said : 
Have  you  not  an  annual  report  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  Council? — Yes. 

F  3  706.  And 
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706.  And  does  not  that  sliow  the  numbers  on 
committees  that  you  have  got  ?^ — -No. 

707.  Does  it  not? — No. 

708.  Does  it  not  make  a  statement — — ? — The 
annual  report  reviews  the  proceedings  of  the 
Council's  year. 

709.  And  does  it  not  contain  a  list  of  the 
committees? — The  work  of  the  committees,  not 
a  list. 

710.  Does  it  not  contain  a  list? — No,  the 
work.    I  can  give  you  a  list  of  the  committees. 

711.  Can  you  show  me  a  copy  of  your  annual 
report  ? — Yes.  It  reviews  the  work  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

712.  I  know;  you  say  it  does  not  contain  a 
list? — I  do  not  think  it  does.  It  reviews  the 
work  of  the  committees,  but  there  are  lots  of 
other  committees  not  mentioned.  Thei'e  is  not  a 
word  about  the  standing  and  joint ;  there  is  not 
a  word  about  the  Special  Committee  on  Fire 
Insurance — I  ara  familiar  with  these  things. 

713.  I  have  a  document  here  which  looks  un- 
commonly like  it,  but  of  course  it  may  be  a 
fraud  ? — What  is  the  document. 

714.  I  suppose  your  last  report  is  1893-94,  is 
it  not  ?— Yes. 

715.  Am  I  right  in  saying  that  that  annual 
report,  as  you  say,  contains  an  account  of  the 
work  of  all  the  committees? — Yes. 

716.  In  the  first  place,  how  many  committees 
have  vou  got? — There  are  21  Standing  Com- 
mittees and  about  five  Special  Committees. 

717.  That  is  26  ?— Yes. 

718.  I  have  made  an  analysis,  and  you  shall  see 
whether  my  analysis  is  right  or  wrong.  Your 
Finance  Committee  contain  14  members,  does  it 
not  ? — The  Finance  Committee  contains  15. 

719.  1  suppose  there  has  been  one  added  this 
year? — No;  nearly  all  our  Standing  Committees 
you  may  take  it  run  from  12  to  15,  that  is  the 
Standing  Order. 

720.  They  go  a  little  above  that,  you  know. 
I  see  that  the  Finance  has  14 ;  the  Bridges,  20  ; 
the  Building  Acts  Committee,  11 ;  Charities  and 
Endowments,  14? — No,  corporate  property. 

721.  I  will  call  it  corporate  property,  but  it  is 
called  Charity  and  Endowment  in  your  report. 
Establishment,  11;  Fire,  15;  Hi^ways,  11; 
Improvements,  12;  Industrial  and  Reformatory 
Schools,  10;  Local  Covernment  and  Taxation, 
14  ;  Main  Drainage,  15;  Parks  and  Open  Spaces, 
30  ;  Parliamentary,  35  ? — Forty-three  now. 

722.  That  is  still  worse.  Public  Control,  12  ; 
the  Joint  Committee  of  Public  Control  and 
Public  Health,  9 ;  Public  Health  and  Housing, 
27  ;  Sewers,  12  ;  Theatres,  15  ;  Water,  16 ; 
Works,  20;  the  Appeal  Committee,  7  ? — Tiiat  is 
a  Statutory  Committee. 

723.  Kairway,  6  ;  Small  Holdings,  7  ;  Thames 
Conservancy,  17? — That  is  the  liivers  Com- 
mittee. 

724.  Then  there  are  some  which  you  have 
added,  and  one  or  two  which  I  am  afraid  1  did 
not  take  into  consideration,  but  that  makes  your 
Committee  consist,  if  I  add  all  the  numbers  up, 
.of  very  nearly  400  members? — I  cannot  tell  you 
that ;  I  daresay  it  is  so. 

725.  I  do  not  expect  you  to  say  it  off-hand  ;  it 
would  not  be  fair,  but  however,  if  you  find  I  am 
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substantially  right,  perhaps  you  will  admit  it,  or 
if  I  am  substantially  wrong  perhaps  you  will  say 
so.  Of  how  many  members  does  your  Council 
consist? — One  hundred  and  thirty-eight. 

726.  That  is  aldermen  and  all  ? — Yes. 

727.  And  if  they  are  all  perfectly  well  and 
happy  and  on  their  legs  and  fit  for  work  ? — They 
all  are. 

728.  I  am  very  glad  to  hear  it.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  therefore,  that  means  that  every  man  on  the 
average  must  be  on  three  committees  ? — I  dare 
say. 

729.  I  notice  that  your  report  give  the  number 
of  meetings  of  several  of  these  committees ;  1 1  of 
them,  I  think.  I  see,  for  instance,  the  Building 
Act  Committee  had  61  meetings;  that  is,  com- 
mittees and  sub -committees ;  the  Charities  and 
Endowments,  or  what  you  call  corporate  pro- 
perty, 25  ;  Establishment,  29  ;  Fire,  80 ;  High- 
ways, 69  ;  Local  Government  and  Taxation,  53  ; 
Main  Drainage,  64 ;  Parks  and  Open  Spaces, 
167;  Public  Health  and  Housing,  156;  Theatres 
and  so  on,  Music  Halls,  41  ;  (besides  10  visits  of 
inspection  which  they  say  everybody  paid,  which 
from  one  point  of  view  was  extremely  wrong) 
then  Water,  25  ;  Works,  182 ;  making  a  total  of 
962  meetings  of  committees  and  sub-committees, 
taking  11  of  those  committees  alone.  Now  the 
Finance  Committee,  I  suppose,  sits  pretty  often, 
does  it  not? — It  meets  once  a  week. 

730.  That  is  52.  I  suppose  the  Bridges  Com- 
mittee sits  pretty  often? — Each  one  of  these 
Standing  Committees  meets  once  a  week. 

731.  I  find  if  I  divide  962  by  11  that  as  a 
matter  of  fact  that  would  give  an  average  of 
about  90  meetings  of  committee  and  sub-com- 
mittees for  each  one  of  these  committees,  and 
that  is  about  right,  I  suppose  ? — Yes  ;  only  it  is 
regardless  of  the  circumstances  and  the  facts  ;  it 
does  not  take  into  consideration  the  facts ;  take 
the  Parks  Committee  ;  there  are  3,000  acres  of 
parks  all  distributed  about.  The  Committee  on 
Parks  numbers  24  to  30  members.  Four  of  them 
take  one  district,  four  take  another ;  they  do  not 
all  attend  ;  it  is  divided  up  into  the  postal  dis- 
tricts, and  each  committee  takes  its  own  parti- 
cular parks  and  area.  It  is  called  a  sub-com- 
mittee, because  no  committee  except  collectively 
can  give  any  order  for  expenditure  or  anything 
of  the  sort.  That  is  only  an  illustration.  Take 
the  same  with  the  Asylums  Committee.  There 
are  eight  asylums  to  visit;  there  are  40  members 
on  the  committee,  that  is  five  to  an  asylum  ;  five 
go  to  Hanwell,  five  to  Colney  Hatch,  and  five 
somewhere  else. 

732.  Hanwell  might  be  a  subject  of  comment? 
— No,  the  inspection  is  very  good,  and  they  have 
greatly  improved  things. 

733.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  assume  I  do  not 
much  understate  it  if  I  say  that  what  with  com- 
mittees and  sub-committees  of  one  kind  and 
another,  there  are  something  like  a  couple  of 
thousand  meetings  of  sections  in  the  course  of  a 
year  of  the  London  County  Council  ?— I  dare- 
say. 

734.  And  the  average  number  on  a  committee 
is  about  16,  is  it  not  ? — Twelve  to  15  is  the 
average. 

735.  Rather  more  ;  I  make  it  16?— There  are 

only 
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only  two  or  three  committees  which  are  large ; 
the  "  Parks "  takes  away  a  great  number 
because  it  is  distributed  about,  and  "  Asylums," 
too.  With  these  exceptions  you  Avill  find  15  is 
the  average. 

736.  Can  you  tell  me  how  many  meetings  the 
average  councillor  must  attend  in  the  course  of 
the  year ;  I  make  it  considerably  over  one  a 
day  ? — I  daresay  ;  but  our  councillors  are  all 
in  the  habit  of  working. 

737.  You  have  not  begun  to  work  the  tram- 
ways yet  ? — No. 

738.  Nor  the  pawn  shops;  that  is  another 
thing  which  }  0u  propose,  you  know  ? — I  do  not 
know  that  that  was  proposed. 

739.  And  in  reading  Sir  Somebody  Hutton's 
Report,  I  noticed  he  suggested  you  should 
make  boots  and  shoes  ?— I  do  not  know  what 
you  are  alluding  to. 

740.  It  is  very  wrong  of  you  not  to  have  read 
his  report.  Do  you  mean  seriously  to  say  there 
is  not  a  suggestion  that  you  should  start  municipal 
Avorkshops  ? — We  have. 

741.  Have  you?— Yes. 

742.  Where  are  they  ;  I  should  like  to  go  and 
buy  a  pair  ? — If  you  go  to  the  other  side  of  the 
river,  opposite  here,  you  will  find  some  large 
workshops. 

743.  Have  you  made  much  profit  out  of  your 
workshops  ? — Yes. 

744.  Do  you  think  that  is  fair  to  the  other 
tradesmen  of  the  town  ? — I  think  it  is  as  fair 
as  the  municipal  workshops  at  Birmingham,  or 
the  Commissioners  of  Sewers  works.  The 
Commissioners  do  their  City  work,  and  make 
their  own  shoes  for  their  horses,  and  m.'ike  their 
carts  as  well. 

745.  You  know  Mr.  Sidney  Webb,  do  you 
not? — Of  course  I  do. 

746.  A  nice  gentleman,  and  understands  the 
work  of  the  Council  very  well.  I  forget 
whether  he  is  a  member  of  the  Council  now  ? — 
Yes. 

747.  He  has  published  a  little  pamphlet,  has 
he  not,  called  "  Three  Years'  Work  of  the 
London  County  Council"? — I  daresay  he  has. 
T  do  not  know  what  his  publications  are. 

748.  I  am  afraid  your  knowledge  is  rather 
limited  ;  especially  when  connected  with  the 
London  County  Council? —No,  my  knowledge 
is  not  at  all  limited  in  connection  with  the 
London  Coimty  Council. 

749.  Have  you  ever  seen  Mr.  Sidney  Webb's 
book  called  "  The  Work  of  the  London  County 
Coimcil,"  a  letter  to  the  electors  of  Deptford  ?  — 
I  do  not  think  I  have. 

750.  I  wonder  whether  this  paragraph  is  true, 
"  The  very  multifariousness  of  the  Council's 
work  makes  any  exposition  oCit  within  the  limits 
of  a  letter  an  almost  im])Ossible  task."  Is  that 
true  ?  Then  he  goes  on,  "  But  the  weekly  public 
meeting  of  the  Council  comprises,  it  need  hardly 
be  said,  only  a  small  part  of  its  work  to  prepare 
the  weekly  agenda."  Only  the  agenda,  mind. 
"  There  are  on  an  average  40  meetings  of  com- 
mittees or  sub-committees  filling  up  every  hour 
of  the  day-time''?  —  That  is  so;  different 
members. 

751.  From  ten  or  eleven  on  Monday  morning 
384. 
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to  five  or  six  on  Friday  evening,  and  often 
terminating  with  a  view  or  inspection  of  a  park, 
a  sewer,  or  a  slaughter-house  on  Saturday  morn- 
ing ? — Yes. 

752.  What  a  nasty  mixture  ;  it  is  worse  than 
a  conger  eel  pie  and  Devonshire  cream.  "  I 
need  hardly  remind  you  that  a  member  who 
does  not  diligently  attend  these  committee  meet- 
ings is  practically  of  no  use,  even  if  he  does 
make  si)eeches  on  Tuesdaj^  afternoons."  I  will 
finish  the  paragraph,  because  it  is  interesting. 
"  The  work  done  by  these  committees  falls  into 
two  classes.  Whole  sections  of  administration, 
indeed,  such  as  asylums,  industrial  schools,  and 
technical  education  are  delegated  en  bloc  to 
particular  committees,  and  are  heard  of  in 
Council  only  by  quarterly  or  annual  reports, 
which  usually  2:0  through  without  a  sino-le  Avord 
of  comment.  Even  where  no  such  express  and 
complete  delegation  has  taken  place,  the  great 
bulk  of  the  work  of  administration  goes  on 
quietly  in  the  committee  room  and  is  never 
heard  of  out.-ide."  So  I  am  afraid  London,  if 
it  does  have  its  Avater  undertakings  sold  to  the 
Coimty  Council,  Avill  really  find  that  its  Avater 
affairs  are  managed  by  a  committee.  However, 
I  will  pass  on.  "  The  Fire  Brifjade  Committee, 
for  instance,  has  a  brief  repoi't  in  the  Council's 
agenda  every  Aveek,  with  perhaps  a  dozen  pro- 
posals of  one  kind  or  another.  But  these  are 
merely  the  residuum  out  of  a  committee  agenda 
which  habitually  contains  overy  100  separate 
items,  nearly  all  of  Avhlch  the  couunittee  decides 
on  its  OAvn  responsibility.  For  the  Aveek  to 
which  I  am  referring,  when  128  resolutions  Avere 
submitted  to  the  Coimcil,  no  fewer  than  900 
separate  items  came  before  committees  and  sub- 
committees, who  spent  in  the  aggregate  over  60 
hours  in  dealing  v/ith  this  business."  That  is 
one  every  four  minutes,  says  my  friend  Mr.  Bidder, 
Avho  is  quicker  at  figures  than  I  am.  It  is,  1 
suppose,  inevitable  that  these  900  items  dealt 
with  in  committee;  the  31  pages  of  agenda  con- 
taining 128  proposals  laid  before  the  Council; 
and  the  60  hours  spent  during  the  Aveek  in  the 
steady  grind  of  the  committee  room,  should  make 
far  less  impression  on  the  mind  of  the  average 
citizen  than  the  half-a-dozen  speeches,  often 
on  insignificant  details,  which  are  reported  on 
the  Tuesday  afternoon.  Yet  it  is  not  on  those 
speeches,  but  on  the  unseen  and  unrecorded 
Avord  which  I  have  described,  that  tiie  good 
government  of  London  depends  ? — Quite  so. 

753.  NoAv,  do  you  not  think  you  have  got 
enough  to  do? — No. 

754.  Hungry  still? — I  think  we  are  properly 
entitled,  and  1  think  that  the  body  is  sufficiently 
large,  to  manage  the  government  of  London  in 
all  municipal  respects  so  far  as  it  is  vested  in 
the  Council  or  likely  to  be  vested  in  the 
Council. 

755.  I  see  here  the  same  gentleman  says  ? 

— I  knoAv  the  Avork  very  well,  and  it  is  very  easy 
to  make  jokes. 

756.  Jokes!  I  think  it  is  very  serious? — I 
mean  your  reading  a  pamphlet  of  that  sort  ;  an 
election  placard. 

757.  You  do  not  mean  to  say  Mr.  Sidney 
Webb  would  have  said  what  Avas  not  true,  do 

F  4  you  - 
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you  ? — I  do  not  suggest  that  for  a  moment :  but 
reading  it  in  that  way,  without  the  slightest 
knowledge  or  idea  of  the  Council,  is  not  proper. 
If  you  wish  me  to  give  an  account  of  the  work  I 
can  give  it ;  but  I  do  say  this,  there  is  ample 
time.  Take,  for  instance,  the  Water  Committee. 
The  Water  Committee  which  has  sat  upon  this 
question,  and  has  been  engaged  in  making  inves- 
tigations, because  we  have  not  got  the  materials 
at  hand,  has  done  its  work.  We  have  had  our 
own  staff,  but  none  of  the  staff  of  the  water  com- 
panies ;  we  have  had  to  direct  our  engineers  to 
make  inquiries ;  we  have  had  all  these  questions 
and  Parliamentary  papers  before  us  on  this  water 
question.  That  alone  is  more  work  than  would 
ever  be  cast  upon  the  Committee  to  administer 
the  water  companies  when  they  were  transferred. 
Having  got  rid  of  that  work,  it  would  be  free  to 
do  the  other  work. 

758.  Do  you  say  that  the  work  of  the  present 
Water  Committee  involves  far  more  time  than 
will  be  thi'own  upon  the  Coimty  Council  by  the 
administration  of  the  eight  water  companies  ? — 
Certainly. 

759.  Have  you  the  slightest  idea  of  what 
the  administration  of  the  eight  water  companies 
involves  ? — Yes. 

760.  Have  you  been  into  one  of  their  offices  ? 
-No. 

761.  Have  you  ever  interrogated  one  of  their 
directors  on  the  subject  ?  —  No. 

762.  Have  you  ever  looked  upon  that  point, 
and  surely  it  is  an  important  one,  or  asked  any 
one  of  their  directors  a  question  or  two  ? — No, 
we  have  asked  our  own  advisers. 

763.  What  do  you  mean  by  your  "  own  ad- 
visers "  'I — ^Our  own  engineer. 

764.  Mr.  Binnie  ?— Yes. 

765.  Was  Mr.  Binnie  ever  an  engineer  to  a 
■water  company,  let  alone  a  manager  ? — He  will 
ansAver  ior  himself.  1  think  he  was  engineer  to 
the  Bradford  Water  Company,  but  he  will 
answer  for  himself. 

766.  He  was  engineer  to  the  Bradford  Cor- 
poration, but  they  have  a  good  deal  to  do  with 
besides  ihe  water  ? — We  know  that  Birmingham 
manages  its  water  by  a  committee  of  eight. 

767.  So  it  may,  I  do  not  say  that  it  may  not  ? 
— We  know  Liverpool  manages  its  water  ;  it  has 
only  72  members  altogether. 

768.  Do  you  know  how  many  are  on  tlie 
committee  ? — I  do  not  know. 

769.  That  is  one  undertaking,  and  supplies 
about  forty  or  fifty  million  gallons  a  day  at  the 
most,  instead  of  eight  undertakings  supplying 
200,000,000  gallons  a  day  ?— I  think  there  are 
about  600,000  people  in  the  water  district  of 
Liverpool.  ^ 

770.  There  is  another  point,  and  I  think  it  is 
almost  the  last  on  which  1  should  like  to  ask  you 
a  question  ;  it  is  this  :  A'great  number  of  these 
gentlemen  who  are  members  of  your  County 
Council  are  gentlemen  with  businesses  of  their 
own,  are  they  not  ? — Many  of  them. 

77 f.  Taking  you  yourself,  you  have  a  very 
honourable  position,  I  believe,  as  the  head  of  an 
important  solicitor's  firm  ? — Yes. 

772.  Which  of  course  you  cannot  afford  to 
neglect  ? — I  do  not  know  about  that. 
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773.  I  did  not  mean  to  say  you  were  not  rich 
enough  to  do  it,  but  you  would  not  like  to  do  so  ? 
— That  may  be. 

774.  Do  not  think  for  a  moment  I  w^mt  to  pry 
into  your  affairs  at  all ;  but  there  are  plenty  of 
other  gentlemen  on  your  council  who  are  in  the 
same  position — men  with  affairs  of  their  own  to 
manage? — Yes;  but  although  I  attend, J  and 
have  a  good  deal  to  County  Council  work,  I  have 
quite  time  enough  to  attend  to  my  own  work. 

T  75.  I  know  your  energy  is  as  great  as  your 
courage  is  undoubted,  you  will  undertake  any- 
thing ;  but  still,  that  is  the  fact,  is  it  not,  that 
the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  London 
County  Council  are  persons  with  businesses  of 
their  own  ? — I  do  not  think  that. 

776.  A  great  number  of  them,  of  course  ? —  A 
great  number. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor,  \  Would  you  mind  read- 
ing one  passage  out  of  Mr.  Sidney  Webb's 
pamphlet  ut  page  13  ? 

Mr.  Pember.'\  Yes.  "  The  purchase  of  the 
water  companies  "  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  Yes. 

Mr.  Pember.]  Is  that  a  tit-bit  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  Yes,  that  is  a  tit  bit. 

Mr.  Pember.']  "  But  the  protection  of  London 
from  fire  can  never  attain  perfection  so  long  as 
four  distinct  authorities  jostle  each  other  at  every 
outbreak.  The  council's  fire  brigade  has  to 
secure  the  co-operation  not  only  of  the  Home 
Secretary's  police  and  of  the  insurance  com- 
panies' London  salvage  corps,  but  also  of  the 
eight  water  competing  companies.  This  brings 
us  to  a  further  problem.  For  over  two  years  the 
Council's  water  committee  has  been  quietly 
grappling  with  its  colossal  task,  the  difficulties 
of  which  cannot  all  be  publicly  stated,  and  are 
consequently  not  realised  by  impatient  reformers 
outside.  Now,  at  last,  after  much  anxious 
inquiry  and  deliberation,  the  committee  sees  its 
labours  near  fruition  in  the  presentation  to 
Parliament  of  eight  Bills  for  the  purchase  of  the 
water  companies'  undertakings  on  terms  equitable 
alike  to  the  shareholders  and  the  public.  During 
the  next  few  months  the  battle  will  be  fought  in 
the  Committee  room  of  the  House  of  Commons, 
against  all  the  forensic  talent  and  expert  energy 
which  wealth  can  enrol  in  the  defence  of  mono- 
j)oly  rights.  But  the  Council  has  no  intention  of 
putting  its  head  helplessly  in  the  lion's  mouth. 
The  water  companies  have  been  beaten  before, 
and  may,  in  a  democratic  Parliament,  be  beaten 
again.  The  Thames  is  not  the  only,  or  even  the 
best,  source  of  London's  supply,  and  when  the 
time  comes  the  Water  Committees  will  show  that 
its  prolonged  investigations  for  the  protection  of 
the  ratepayers  have  not  been  thrown  away."  It 
is  quite  beautiful,  Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Bidder. 

777.  I  have  a  few  questions  to  ask  you,  appear- 
ing for  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company, 
and  also  for  the  New  River  Company.  I  will 
endeavour  to  avoid  so  far  as  possible  going  over 
ground  that  Mr.  Pember  has  covered,  and  he  has 
relieved  me  of  a  great  deal.  In  the  first  place  1 
should  like  to  ask  you  upon  the  last  question  he 

cross-examined 


ON  THE  LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL. 


49 


21  May  1895.] 


Mr.  Harrison. 


\Conliniied. 


Mr.  Bidder — continued. 

cross-examined  you  upon,  tlie  fitness  of  the 
London  County  Council  to  be  the  water  authority, 
a  question  from  the  other  side.  Mr.  Pember 
referred  to,  and  asked  you  certain  questions  on 
the  agreement  entered  into  with  the  Surrey 
County  Council.  That  covers,  I  think,  the 
whole  of  the  water  supply  of  the  Lambeth  and 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  within 
the  County  of  Surrey  ? — Yes,  it  relates  to  that. 

778.  And,  as  we  say,  the  scope  of  that  agree- 
ment is  to  give  an  option  to  the  London  County 
Council  for  two  years  to  buy  their  proportionate 
part  of  the  separate  plant  for  the  supply  of  the 
administrative  county  ? — Yes,  when  the  purchase 
is  completed. 

779.  I  am  not  going  into  that  now,  but  sup- 
pose when  I  he  purchases  are  completeil,  and 
upon  maturer  consideration,  the  Surrey  County 
Council  elected  not  to  exercise  that  option, 
then  of  course  all  that  part  of  the  adminis- 
trative County  of  Surrey  which  is  at  present 
supplied  by  the  Lambeth  Company,  and  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company,  would  be 
for  the  future  supplied  by  the  London  County 
Council,  would  it  not  ? — I  forget  tliat  reference 
to  the  agreement  whether  

780.  I  do  not  think  the  agreement  will  help 
you? — One  moment;  I  do  not  know  whether  they 
have  got  an  optional  pov\er. 

781.  Of  course  they  have  an  option  ?— I  think 
that  is  only  as  to  the  future  supply. 

782.  Look  at  Clause  1  of  the  agreement  with 
the  Surrey  County  Council,  where  it  says  that 
in  the  event  of  the  Lambeth  Bill  passing  into  laAv 
during  the  present  Session,  then  at  any  time  not 
later  than  the  1st  of  August  1897,  or  at  the 
expiration  of  two  years  after  the  price  to  be  paid 
by  the  London  County  Council  has  been  fixed, 
whichever  shall  last  happen,  the  Surrey  County 
Council  may  by  writing  require  the  London 
County  Council  to  transfer  or  cause  to  be  trans- 
ferred, and  so  on.  Then  follow  the  provisions  for 
apportioning  and  determining  the  price  between 
them  in  case  of  diHTerence.  That  is  an  option  ? 
— Yes. 

783.  They  are  not  bound  to  do  it  ? — No. 

784.  And  if  after  the  Bill  has  passed  and  the 
thing  has  been  purchased,  they  consider  that  it  is 
not  in  the  interests  of  the  county  that  it  should  be 
done,  or  if  Parliament,  for  instance,  refuses  to 
give  them  the  powers  to  carry  it  out,  then  I  ask 
you  is  it  not  the  case  that  the  whole  of  that  part 
of  Surrey  which  at  j)resent  is  supplied  by  the  two 
companies,  would  for  the  future  have  to  be 
supplied  by,  and  be  under  the  control  of  the 
London  County  Council  ? — Yes. 

785.  And  would  you  have  no  I'epresentation 
whatever  upon  the  body  which  was  controlling 
the  water  supply  ;  is  that  not  so  ? — Yes. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  I  will  take  your  opinion, 
sir,  how  far  niy  learned  friend,  appearino;  for 
water  companies,  can  raise  this  question.  Of 
course  it  is  a  very  material  question,  I  daresay, 
for  you  to  consider,  and  one  of  the  local  authori- 
ties, I  think  it  is  Wandsworth,  does  raise  the 
question  in  their  petition,  but  how  it  can  affect 
these  water  companies,  who  will  have  ceased  to 
exist,  who  are  to  be  the  purveyors  of  water  in  the 
county  of  Surrey  afterwards,  failing  that  agree- 
ment, I  cannot  see. 
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Mr.  Bidder.]  It  is  rather  late  for  my  learned 
friend  to  raise  the  question  after  my  learned 
friend  has  been  cross-examining  and  going  into 
that  point. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broione.]  Better  late  than  never. 
I  want  to  save  time  as  much  as  possible. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  ]  think  the  Committee,  as  I 
understand,  intimated  that  the  question  whether 
the  London  County  Council  was  a  proper 
authority  to  buy  the  water  companies,  was  the 
question  which  they  desired  to  consider,  and  I 
am  addressing  myself  to  that  question  a?  a  water 
company  that  it  is  proposed  to  buy  ;  I  object  to 
the  terms  of  purchase,  and  1  object  that  you  are 
not  the  proper  people  to  buy  me. 

Mr.  Balfour  Brmvne.]  This  difficulty  which 
my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Bidder,  points  out, 
occurs  after  his  company  has  ceased  to  exist. 

Chairman.']  We  will  hear  the  evidence. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

786.  I  am  objecting  you  are  not  the  proper 
people  to  buy  me,  if  1  am  to  be  bougiit  m  the 
public  interest.  (To  the  V/itness.)  Will  you 
kindly  answer  my  question  ?  Is  it  not  the  case 
that  unless,  and  it  applies  equally  to  other  out- 
side districts  in  connection  with  other  companies, 
as  in  the  case  of  Surrey,  they  exercise  an  option 
to  buy  that  portion  in  their  comity,  they  would 
be  supplied  by,  and  be  under  the  control  of  the 
London  County  Council  without  any  representa- 
tion whatever  ? — Yes,  they  woidd,  under  the  5th 
Section  of  the  Agreement,  stand  in  the  position 
to  the  County  Council  as  they  stand  now  in 
reference  to  the  Lambeth  Company.  There  is 
an  express  provision  

787.  Pardon  me  for  saying  so,  but  you  have 
not  ansAvered  my  question ;  the  5th  Section  of 
the  Agreement  relates  to  what  would  happen  if 
they  did  buy^? — No;  until  the  work  should  be 
ajiportioned. 

788.  But  that  is  all  a  condition  assuming  that 
they  did  exercise  the  option  to  purchase  that 
l)art  ?— No. 

789.  I  beg  your  pardon  ? — I  do  not  read  if  so. 
If  there  is  no  notice  there  will  be  no  apportion- 
ment, and  the  clause  says  that  unless  there  is  an 
apportionment,  then  the  County  Council  shall  be 
liable  to  supply  that  portion  of  the  Laml)eth 
district  that  is'in  Surrey  in  the  same  way,  and 
subject  to  the  same  liabilities  and  rights  as  Lam- 
beth is  now  subject  to,  that  is  to  say,  that  the 
transferee,  Avhether  it  is  vested  in  the  council  or 
whether  it  is  vested  in  the  company,  will  have 
the  same  rights,  and  be  in  the  same  position. 

790.  I  take  you  upon  that  Clause  5  :  that 
simi)ly  put  in  other  words  exactly  Avhat  I  sug- 
gested to  you,  does  it  not,  that  unless  and  until 
the  Surrey  County  Council  buys  under  this 
agreement  their  part  of  the  undertaking,  the 
London  County  Covmcil  takes  the  control  of  the 
supply  of  Surrey? — No.  Stands  under  the  same 
liabilities,  and  in  the  same  position  as  what  the 
Lambeth  Company  now  stands  in. 

791.  That  is,  that  the  London  County  Council 
becomes  the  purveyor  of  water  for  tliat  pare  of 
Surrey? — The  purveyor  of  water  subject  to  all 
those  obligations  and  riojhts  which  the  Lambeth 
Company  are  now  subject  to. 
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Mr.  Bidder — continued. 

792.  If  you  please,  and  assuming  that  Surrey 
or  any  other  outside  district  does  not  exercise 
the  option  to  buy,  the  result  would  be  that  in  all 
perpetuity  and  for  all  time  those  districts  would 
have  a  water  supply  which  was  controlled  by  the 
London  County  Council  ?  -  No  more  control  than 
what  the  Lambeth  Company  now  have. 

793.  I  do  not  care  whether  it  is  more  or  less, 
but  it  would  be  under  the  sole  control  of  the 
London  County  Council  ?■ — As  assignee  from  the 
Lambeth  Company,  they  would  exercise  all  the 
powers  and  duties,  and  be  subject  to  all  the 
obligations  Lambeth  is  now  under, 

794.  But  at  present  Lambeth  is  not  more 
interested  in  the  metropolis  than  it  is  in  the 
other  parts  of  the  district  of  supply  ;  obviously 
its  one  object  is  to  gain  a  profit  all  round,  is  not 
that  so  ?  —  Certainly.  It  is  under  diiferent 
obligations. 

795.  But  the  London  County  Coimcil  is  in- 
terested simply  in  the  ratepayers  of  Londpn,  is 
it  not? — No,  it  would  be  under  the  same  obliga- 
tions under  this  agreement, 

796.  Yes,  under  the  same  obligation,  but  the 
interest  is  very  different  ? — No,  the  interest  is 
not  different  at  all.  It  would  not  disturb  any- 
thing with  regard  to  the  relations  of  the  areas 
outside, 

797.  Is  it  not  clear  that  there  would  be  a 
diversity  of  interest  between  the  metropolis  and 
the  districts  outside  ? — No,  I  am  not  aware  that 
there  would  be.  I  do  not  see  how  it  is  likely  to 
arise. 

798.  Look  at  page  36  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  16th  of  May  in  this  room;  there  is  there  a 
paper  which  you  yourself  put  in;  under  the 
head  of  "  Doubts  whether  a  Commission  or 
Trust  would  be  much  improvement  on  the  Com- 
panies," in  the  last  paragraph  it  is  summed  up 
in  this  way :  "In  short,  the  Commission  would 
be  representing  the  consumers  ol  water  through- 
out the  whole  area  of  supply,  whose  interests  are 
by  no  means  identical  with  those  of  the  metro- 
politan ratepayers,  who  might  nevertheless  be 
compelled  to  keep  the  Commission  going  by 
keeping  up  any  deficiency  in  income " ;  is  it 
not  obvious  that  that  is  true,  that  the  interests  of 
the  outer  districts  are  by  no  means  identical  with 
the  mterests  which  the  London  County  Council 
represents  ? — That  does  not  refer  to  or  contem- 
plate the  condition  of  things  which  the  5th 
Clause  of  the  Agreement  does  contemplate  ;  This 
does  not  make  the  Council  and  put  upon  the 
Council  the  obligations  to  keep  up  and  maintain 
the  duties  of  the  particular  water  company  in 
any  particular  district.  This  deals  with  it  as  if 
it  were  free. 

799.  But  the  whole  scope  of  your  Bill  pro- 
ceeds on  the  assumption  that  it  is  in  the  public 
interest  that  the  water  supply  should  be  controlled 
by  the  public  authority  representing  the  district  ? 
— Yes. 

800.  Why  does  not  the  principle  apply  out- 
side the  boundaries  of  London  as  well  ? — So  it 
does, 

801.  I  mean  assuming  the  water  supply  is  to 
be  taken  over  ? — So  it  does ;  and  I  anticipate 
the  water  authority,  if  the  County  Council  do 
not  take  i(,  would  be  some  other  local  body  out- 
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side,  and  that  the  supply  would  be  vested  in  some 
other  local  body  outside,  whether  County  Council 
or  not,  is  a  matter  for  Parliament  to  determine  ; 
but  so  long  as  it  lasts  i  apprehend  there  would  not 
be  the  slightest  effect  upon  the  outside  area  as 
regards  their  rights  of  supply,  or  their  powers  of 
demand,  if,  as  is  provided  by  this  agreement,  the 
County  Council,  as  the  assignee  of  the  company 
transferring,  was  made  liable  to  all  those  obliga- 
tions which  that  company  is  liable  to. 

802.  I  am  not  sure  that  I  caught  the  drift  of 
your  answer,  but  did  I  understand  you  to  say 
that  it  would  probably  ultimately  be  necessary 
to  introduce  representatives  on  local  authorities 
outside  ? — No;  I  say  that  if  the  County  Council 
is  not  the  authority  there  will  be  no  other 
authorities  which  it  may  please  Parliament  to 
inti'oduce, 

803.  But  is  it  not  obvious  in  principle  that,  if 
this  is  to  be  an  undertaking  controlled  by  a 
public  authority,  and  supplying  both  London 
and  places  outside  London,  that  the  suburban 
districts  ought  to  be  represented  on  that  author- 
ity ? — No,  they  ought  to  be  represented  on  that 
part  either  through  their  county  council  or 
something  else  which  is  within  their  county, 

804.  Bitt  assume  it  is  not  cut  up  into  parts, 
which  seems  to  be  rather  an  inconvenient  thing, 
and  that  it  is  made  into  a  water  undertaking  as 
a  whole,  is  it  not  clear  that  on  principle  the  con- 
trolling water  authority  ought  to  contain  repre- 
sentatives on  those  parts  which  are  out  of 
London  ? — I  do  not  think  so, 

805.  You  do  not  think  so  ? — No.  not  under 
those  conditions, 

806.  Your  own  Committee  has  reported  that 
there  is  a  direct  conflict  of  interest  between  the 
outer  districts  and  the  districts  which  you  repre- 
sent. You  know  that,  do  you  not? — They  have 
not  reported  that  there  is  any  direct  conflict 
where  the  council  is  made  liable  for  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  purchased  company, 

807.  You  rather  surprise  me  ;  you  contradict 
me,  and  say  you  have  not  reported  so  ;  will  you 
kindly  turn  to  page  31  of  the  proceedings  on  the 
16th.  I  see,  when  you  reported  on  the  London 
Water  Commission  Bill,  which  did  propose  to 
have  21  members  of  the  County  Council  and  22 
members  from  outside  districts,  and  soon  your 
Committee  went  on  to  say,  "  Upon  the  questions 
above  indicated  it  may  be  assumed  that  the  21 
members  representing  the  London  County 
Council  and  the  22  members  representing  the 
outside  districts  have  opposing  interests."  I  do 
not  know  Avhy,  in  the  face  of  that  passage — 
probably  you  hail  forgotten  it — you  contradicted 
me  when  I  suggested  that  your  Committee 
reported  tiiat  there  would  be  opposing  interests 
between  the  out-districts  and  tht  metropolis?— 
No,  I  say  that  that  does  not  re'er  and  does  not 
take  into  consideration  that  the  council  or  water 
authority  is  bound  by  statute  to  perform  the 
obligations  of  the  purchased  companies.  It 
assumes  differently. 

808.  Will  you  kindly  distinguish  between  a 
man's  duties  and  his  interests.  You  may  l)e 
quite  right  about  the  obligations  ;  I  am  asking 
you  not  about  the  obligations,  but  about  the 
interests,  and  I  draw  your  attention  to  this,  that 

your 
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Mr.  Bidder — continued 
your  own  Committee  has  distinctly  pointed  out 
that  the  interests  of  the  outside  districts  are 
directly  opposed  to  those  of  the  inside  districts  ? 
—  I  consider  that  only  relates  to  -'li  entire  pur- 
chase free  from  all  restrictions;  but  the  question 
that  Mr.  Bidder  addressed  to  me.  Sir,  was, 
supposing  the  county  council  does  not  purchase, 
then  will  not  the  outlyin^  district  of  Surrey 
have  antagonistic  interests  to  those  of  the  same 
company  inside  the  county,  and  my  answer  is 
that  if,  as  is  proposed,  the  council  is  made  liable  to 
all  the  obligations  of  supply  to  all  the  other  con- 
ditions to  which  the  Lambeth  Company  is  now 
subject  to,  I  he  mere  transfer  and  vesting  of  the 
company  into  the  council  with  those  obligations 
will  place  the  outside  area  in  no  different  position 
to  that  which  we  now  occupy. 

Chairman.]  I  think  you  might  proceed  to 
another  point.  I  think  we  have  your  question 
and  Mr.  Harrison's  answer. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  I  might  remind  the 
Committee  that  this  point  is  not  even  raised  in 
my  learned  friend's  petition. 

Chairman.]  Never  mind ;  it  has  been  dis- 
posed of. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

809.  (To  the  Witness.)  Now  I  want  to  come 
to  a  point  with  reference  especially  to  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Company.  You 
were  good  enough  at  Question  140  to  state  to  the 
Committee  that  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Water  Company  were  drawing  water  at  t'lie  pre- 
sent time  in  excess  of  their  statutory  powers  : 
what  was  the  ground  upon  which  you  made  that 
statement? — Information  given  to  me  by  the 
engineer',  who  will  be  called  as  a  witness,  and  he 
will  verify  it;  I  only  state  it. 

810.  That  is  a  statement  which  vou  cannot 
verify  yourself,  but  you  refer  me  to  the  engineer  ? 
—I  do. 

811.  Mr.  Pember  cross-examined  you  as  to  the 
possibility  of  bringing  in  one  Bill  for  the  eightcom- 
panies  instead  of  separate  Bills  for  each  company. 
In  that  particular,  whether  convenient  or  incon- 
venient, you  have  practically  thrown  over  the 
recommendations  of  Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley's 
Committee,  have  you  not  ? — In  what  respect  ? 

812.  I  will  read  you  what  I  refer  to. 

Chairman.]  I  do  not  quite  gather  the  purpose 
of  your  question,  but  you  know  that  the  Com- 
mittee have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  they 
accept  the  fii;st  paragraph  of  the  Report  of  Sir 
Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

813.  This  is  the  third  one.  Sir;  it  is  the 
recommendation  of  the  Committee  that  the 
London  County  Council,  if  constituted  the  water 
authority,  should  be  required  to  purchase,  either 
alone  or  in  conjunction  with  such  authorities  as 
may  be  arranged,  the  undertakings  of  the  eight 
companies  by  agreement,  or  failing  agreement, 
by  arbitration  within  a  fixed  period.  (To  the 
Witness.)  That  is  to  say,  it  is  the  specific  recom- 
mendation of  that  Committee  that  you  should  be 
required,  it  you  intended  to  become  the  water 
authority,  to  purchase  the  whole  eight  companies 
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Mr.  Biddtr — continued, 
within  a  fixed  period  ? — I  believe  that  is  the 
finfling. 

814.  And  you  put  that  aside  entirely  in  your 
present  proceedings,  do  you  not  ? — We  have 
objected  distinctly  to  the  requisition  that  we  are 
to  purchase  blindly. 

815.  Certainly;  then  you  are  in  that  respect 
distinctly  claiming  to  proceed  contrary  to  that 
recommendation  of  that  Committee? — -We  claim 
not  to  be  required  to  purchase  absolutely  in  the 
first  instance  in  an  open  arbitration. 

816.  I  have  read  your  cross-examination  upon 
that  point,  and  1  do  not  propose  to  ask  a  word 
which  Mr.  Pember  has  asked  you  over  again?  — 
We  are  willing  to  purchase  ;  as  you  will  see,  the 
council  has  adopted  a  resolution  to  purchase  on 
fair  and  equitable  terms,  but  they  object  to  being- 
required  to  purchase  not  on  fair  and  equitable 
terms.    That  is  the  simple  issue  between  us. 

817.  I  am  not  going  to  be  drawn  into  cross- 
examining  you  upon  it;  it  has  been  done  already. 
I  only  want  to  get  that  matter  clear.  Then, 
again,  in  the  direction  to  the  arbitrator  in  Clause 
6  you  appear  to  me  inferentially  to  throw  over 
the  conclusions  also  of  the  Royal  Commission, 
because  you  speak  of  the  probable  necessity  of 

.  the  future  introduction  of  a  new  source  of  supply. 

You  propose  to  direct  the  arbitrator  ? — No  ; 

we  say  the  whole  scope  of  Clause  (5  is  that  the 
arbitrator  shall  not  be  excluded  from  going  into 
the  whole  of  that  question. 

818.  I  beg  your  pardon,  nothing  of  the  kind. 
That  is  a  mistake  of  yours,  because  he  would  not 
be  excluded  any  way.  I  do  not  want  to  repeat 
my  learned  friend  Mr.  Pember  upon  that.  But 
you  direct  that  he  shall  consider  the  probable 
necessity  of  a  new  source  of  supply.  Now  you 
are  aware,  are  you  not,  that  the  Royal  Commis- 
sion which  you  yourselves  applied  for,  and  which 
sat  at  your  instance,  distinctly  reported  that  the 
Thames  was  a  sufficient  source  of  supply  for 
London  for  a  very  long  period  of  years  to  come 
— 40  years? — Not  without  shifting  the  intakes. 

819.  Not  without  further  works  ? — Not  with- 
out shifting  the  intakes. 

820.  I  beg  your  pardon ;  I  must  challenge 
you  iqjon  that  instanter.  Will  you  show  me  any 
passage  in  the  Report  of  Lord  Balfour's  Com- 
mission which  &ays  that  it  is  necessary  to  shift 
the  intake  ? — As  I  un'lerstand,  and  reading  the 
Commission — there  will  be  other  witnesses  that 
Avill  deal  with  that  more  fully  than  I  can — it  is 
that  the  reservoirs  are  to  be  constructed  at  great 
cost — some  20,000,000/. — up  by  Staines,  and 
that  the  water  is  to  be  taken  in  at  those 
reservoirs,  and  that  that  is  to  be  the  source  of 
intake,  the  object  being  to  get  rid  of  taking  any 
water  during  flood  time.  However,  that  is  a 
matter  which  can  be  dealt  with  by  the  engineers 
and  others  who  have  studied  the  question. 

821.  We  all  know  that  the  Royal  Commission 
suggested  a  mode  of  getting  an  additional  supply 
by  the  construction  of  reservoirs  at  Staines  ? — 
And  without  it  that  the  supply  ought  not  to 
go  on. 

822.  Have  you  got  the  Report  ? — No. 

823.  Where  did  they  suggest  there  was  any 
occasion  to   shift  the  intake  for  the  present 
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Mr.  Bidder — continued. 

supply.  Have  you  the  Report? — T  could  not 
possibly  read  that  Report  in  the  witness  box. 

824.  But  I  must  challenge  you  as  to  that 
statement  ? — I  do  not  assert,  but  I  say  my  read- 
ing (and  there  will  be  other  witnesses  who  will 
deal  with  the  matter)  and,  as  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, my  impression  of  the  recommendations  of 
the  Royal  Commission  were  these,  that  reservoirs 
to  the  extent  and  cost  of  something  like  twenty 
millions,  the  amount  not  being  mentioned  in  the 
report,  shotdd  be  established  at  Staines. 

Chairman. 

825.  Do  you  consider  that  covers  the  words 
in  the  Bill,  "  A  new  source  of  suj)ply "  ? — 
Yes,  I  regard  a  new  source  of  supply  as  a  new 
intake. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

826.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  in  Clause  6 
when  you  direct  the  ai'bitrator  to  consider  the 
probable  necessity  of  the  future  introduction  of 
a  new  source  of  supply,  you  meant  bv  those 
words  shifting  the  intake  to  another  place  up  the 
river.  Do  you  really  mean  to  say  that  you 
meant  shifting  the  intake  farther  up  the  river  ? 
—  I  take  it  that  is  one  of  the  subjects  wdiich 
would  fall  within  the  meaning  of  that  provision 
as  I  understand  it. 

827.  I  have  challenged  you,  and  you  certainly 
do  not  accept  the  challenge  to  point  to  any 
passage  in  the  rejDort  which  suggests  any 
necessity  for  shifting  the  intake  ? — I  do  not 
without  examination. 

828.  Now,  1  must  challenge  you  on  another 
statement.  At  question  391,  jow  made  the 
assertion  that  the  reservoirs  contemplated  by  the 
Royal  Commission  would  cost  fifteen  millions  of 
money  ? — That  you  will  get  evidence  about. 

829.  What  is  your  authority  for  the  assertion? 
— The  statement  of  our  engineer  will  be  called. 

830.  Very  good.  You  say,  "  I  say  that 
because  Mr.  Binnie  told  me  so."  That  satisfies 
me  as  far  as  you  are  concerned.  Again,  I  am 
going  to  avoid  repeating  Mr.  Pember,  but  I  must 
ask  you  one  thing.  You  gave  him  a  great  many 
explanations  as  to  what  was  to  happen  after  you 
had  entered,  and  how  you  would  get  over  any 
difficulties  arising  from  your  entering  into  posses- 
sion before  you  paid  the  money,  but  I  want  to 
ask  you  this  simple  question.  You  know  that  it 
is  the  invariable  custom  in  other  cases  to  pay 
before  you  enter.  Now,  in  this  case  what  reason 
have  you  to  give  why  you  should  enter  before 
payment  /—  I  think,  myself,  the  machinery  of 
carrying  out  the  sale  or  transfer  can  be  best  done 
in  that  form. 

831.  Would  you  mind  condescending  a  little. 
As  far  as  conducting  a  business,  I  suppose,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  companies  without  any  disrup- 
tion can  continue  to  carry  on  their  business 
whilst  the  arbitration  is  going  on,  and  until  you 
tender  them  the  consideration.  Now  what  is 
gained ;  you  had  a  good  deal  of  discussion  with 
Mr.  Pember  as  to  what  might  be  lost  or  not  lost; 
but  what  justification  have  you  to  suggest  for 
being  allowed  to  take  possession  before  you  have 
paid  the  consideration  ? — We  are  keeping  up 
their  payments  in  the  interim. 
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S32.  What  do  you  mean  by  saying  you  are 
keeping  up  their  payments  in  the  interim  ? — The 
Council  is  by  the  Bill  liable  to  pay  the  income 
that  they  are  now  receiving. 

833.  But  allow  me  to  point  out  to  you  that 
that  is  not  a  justification  for  entering.  If  they 
continue  to  manage  their  own  business  imtil  you 
pay  them  they  will  pay  themselves? — There 
must  be  some  time.  ^ 

834.  Will  you  give  me  any  reason  why  you 
should  step  in  before? — I  think  for  the  conveni- 
ence of  working  out  the  transaction. 

835.  What  convenience  ?  How  will  it  be  con- 
venient?— There  are  many  matters  of  con- 
venience. 

836.  In  what  respect?  Illustrate  it  by  one? — 
I  think  with  reference  to  outstanding  accounts ; 
I  think  with  reference  also  lo  many  other  matters ; 
with  regard  to  the  debenture  question,  for  in- 
stance. I  do  not  know  quite  how  you  are  to 
deal  with  that  except  you  have  it  in  this  form, 
and  I  cannot  quite  see  any  other  means  of  so 
satisfactorily  wx)rking  out  the  transfer  as  that 
which  is  proposed  by  the  Bill. 

837.  Let  us  take  what  you  mentioned  first,  the 
outstanding  accounts.  Why  is  the  transfer  of 
outstanding  accounts  easier  managed  at  one  date 
than  another? — Because  if  we  make  the  payment 
on  account  of  your  existing  income  it  becomes 
then  a  mere  book-keeping  matter  and  a  matter 
of  adjustment  in  the  business,  but  if  you  are  to 
draw  a  line  and  to  make  a  transfer  as  from  a 
particular  date  you  will  have  to  go  through  each 
account  outstanding,  you  will  be  in  different 
relations  with  the  consumers,  and  you  would 
have  outstanding  debts  and  other  matters  which 
it  would  be  extremely  difficult  to  adjust  without 
a  vast  machinery  of  clauses  which  would  be  very 
inconvenient,  and  there  would  be  no  prejudice  to 
the  water  companies.  It  cannot  matter  to  you 
if  you  get  your  income. 

838.  I  beg  your  pardon,  it  matters  to  us  a  very 
gi'eat  deal,  but  I  am  putting  to  you  what  justifi- 
cation ? — I  have  ventured  to  give  you  the 
justification. 

839.  Is  it  not  obvious  to  you  that  whatever 
the  date  when  the  income  ceases  to  be  ours  and 
becomes  yours,  whether  it  be  an  appointed  day  or 
the  day  when  you  pay  the  money,  you  must 
draw  the  line  in  all  the  ledgers,  and  you  must  in 
every  separate  account  say  "from  this  day  the 
water  rates  are  ours,  and  up  to  this  day  they  are 
yours  ?  " — Yes,  and  with  regard  to  the  income  as 
I  say,  of  course,  you  must  have  an  appointed  day, 
and  whether  you  put  a  nominal  day  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  purchase  

840.  Exactly  the  same  process  of  settlement 
will  l)ave  to  be  carried  out  whether  it  be  before 
or  after  ? — The  process  of  the  arbitration  would, 
I  think,  be  much  easier  to  fix,  if  there  is  a  fixed 
date,  because  then  you  draw  a  line  and  you  know 
exactly  when  you  are  entering  into  the  ai'bitra- 
tion ;  from  what  date  the  calculation  should  be 
made. 

Chairman. 

841.  Is  there  any  precedent  that  you  know 
of  for  that  ?- — I  am  not  prepared  to  mention 
any. 
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Mr.  Bidder.]  I  think,  sir,  there  is  no  prece- 
dent at  all  for  it.  My  learned  friend  Mr. 
Baggallay  has  found  out  a  passage  with  regard 
to  the  report  of  the  Royal  Commission.  (It  is 
paragraph  182  on  the  last  page  of  their  report, 
page  72)  which  distinctly  shows,  I  think,  that 
they  did  not  contemplate  any  moving  of  the 
intake  of  the  water  companies  :  "  We  are  of 
opinion,"  they  say,  "  that  by  the  construction  of 
storage  reservoirs  in  the  Thames  Valley  at  no 
great  distance  above  the  intakes  of  the  companies 
it  will  be  possible  to  obtain  an  average  day's 
supply  of  300,000,000  gallons  without  taking  in 
any  objectionable  part  of  the  flood  water."  They 
refer  specifically  thefC  to  the  present  intakes,  and 
they  do  not  suggest  any  alteration  of  the  in- 
takes. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  There  are  the  words 
"  above  the  intakes." 

Chairman.]  Let  me  interrupt  you  for  one 
moment.  It  is  true  they  say  here  "  at  no  great 
distance  nbove  the  intakes  of  the  companies,'' 
but  the  point  I  asked  you  about  before,  Mr. 
Harrison,  was  this,  and  I  want  to  call  your 
attention  to  it  again  ;  the  probable  necessity  of 
the  future  introduction  of  a  new  source  of  supply, 
would  it  not  be  a  more  probable  construction  of 
that  paragraph  for  the  arbitrator  that  that  re- 
ferred to  an  entirely  new  source  of  supply,  say 
for  the  sake  of  illustration,  from  Wales. 

Witness.]  To  both.  As  1  understand,  if  you 
say  that  you  shall  not  take  water  in  the  lower 
river  because  of  its  being  full  of  flood  and  bad 
water,  and  you  shall  go  to  a  reservoir  higher  up, 
that  is  a  new  source  of  supply. 

842.  I  mean  to  say  on  the  point  raised  by 
counsel,  you  did  contemplate  this  instruction,  if 
I  may  call  it  so,  would  have  been  in  conflict  with 
the  finding  of  the  Royal  Commission  rather. 
Understand  I  am  not  expressing  any  opinion  on 
it,  I  am  only  asking  the  question  in  order  that 
the  Committee  may  see  what  they  have  before 
them?-- Quite  so.  What  I  intend  and  would 
eay  is  this,  that  the  words  "  new  sources  of 
supply  "  would  infer  new  sources  of  intake  from 
the  river  Thames,  or  an  entirely  new  source,  be 
it  from  Wales  or  any  other  outside  district.  I 
intended  both  of  those  conditions.  I  do  not  limit 
it.    I  was  only  asked  as  to  the  Thames. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  Now,  with  reference  to  the  posi- 
tion of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company 
upon  the  sixth  clause  ;  I  am  not  to  be  taken  as 
agreeing  to  any  paragraphs  I  do  not  cross- 
examme  upon,  as  Mr.  Pember  has  done  it 
already. 

Chairman.]  We  quite  understand  that. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

843.  (To  the  Witness.)  You  said  something  to 
Mr.  Pember  about  regarding  it  as  fair,  that  hie 
Con.])any  should  be  treated  as  willing  sellers.  I 
suppose  you  will  not  say  in  the  case  of  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  we  are  willing  sellers, 
would  you  ;  you  do  not  suggest  that,  do  you  ? — 
No,  not  in  form. 

844.  And  tlierefore  that  we  are  unwilling 
sellers,  and  ought  to  be  treated  as  such  ? — Well, 
that  is  a  question  for  the  Committee, 
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845.  And  therefore  a  proper  question  for  me 
to  put  to  you.  Beingv  unwilling  sellers,  do  you 
suggest  that  we  ought  not  to  be  treated  as 
unwilling  sellers  ? — I  think  so,  looking  to  the 
whole  history  of  the  matter. 

846.  It  is  so  easy  to  say  looking  at  the  whole, 
I  know ;  but  what  do  you  mean  by  that,  what  is 
there  in  the  whole  that  makes  it  unreasonable 
when  you  admit  that  we  are,  in  fact,  unwilling 
sellers,  that  we  should  be  treated  as  such? — 
Because,  I  think,  looking  to  the  whole  considera- 
tions that  have  arisen  and  surround  this  water 
question,  and  the  circumstance  that  it  is  in  the 
public  interest  that  this  transfer  or  purchase 
should  take  place,  you  should  not  be  treated  as 
unwilling  sellers. 

847.  Pardon  me  for  putting  this  question  :  In 
every  case  where  a  water  undertaking  has  been 
compulsorily  taken  from  the  water  company  and 
transferred  to  the  municipal  authority,  has  it  not 
always  been  done  in  the  public  interest  ? — Yes, 
it  has  been  done  in  the  public  interest. 

848.  Always  ?— Yes. 

849.  And  yet,  as  you  know,  I  suppose,  Parlia- 
ment has  always  treated  it,  where  it  was  a  com- 
pulsory purchase,  as  a  compulsory  purchase  ? — I 
do  not  know  that. 

850.  Do  you  not  ?— You  must  ask  other  wit- 
nesses, because  I  do  not  know  that. 

851.  In  what  respect  does  the  case  of  London 
taking,  in  the  public  interest,  the  water  supply 
from  the  companies  differ  from  the  case  of  Bir- 
mingham, or  Manchester,  or  Stockton,  or  any 
other  towns  throughout  the  kingdom  doing  the 
same  thing?—  1  do  not  know  what  the  arrange- 
ments were,  whether  it  was  by  agreement  or  not 
in  those  cases,  or  whether  it  was  compulsory 
purchase. 

852.  But  do  you  not  know  that  in  every  case 
where  Parliament  has  sanctioned  or  insisted  upon 
a  company  handing  over  its  rmdertakings  to 
a  public  authority,  it  has  given  it  the  right  to 
have  its  undertaking  valued  as  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act? — No,  I  am  not  aware  of  the  pre- 
cedents ;  I  tell  you  I  am  not. 

853.  I  will  make  you  aware  of  a  few  of  them 
in  a  very  few  minutes.  I  Avill  take  one  of  this 
very  year  :  the  Ambleside  Water? — It  is  quite 
useless,  because  I  am  not  aware  of  it,  and  I  am 
not  qualified  myself  to  speak  upon  these  points 
at  this  moment  If  you  state  a  thing,  you  must 
state  it  on  your  own  evidence,  and  not  on  mine. 

854.  You  may  take  it  from  me,  because  I  was 
counsel  in  that  case.  The  Ambleside  Water 
Company  had  not  the  rights  of  a  statutory  com- 
pany, but  was  simply  a  private  limited  company, 
and  the  Ambleside  Company  wanted  further 
powers,  and  the  Ambleside  local  authority  asked 
Parliament,  and  asked  a  Committee  presided 
over  by  the  honourable  Baronet  on  the  Chair- 
man's right  to  reject  those  powers,  in  order  that 
they  might  acquire  the  undertaking.  The  Com- 
mittee did  so,  and  this  year  the  local  authority 
came  to  take  the  Ambleside  Company's  under- 
taking. Now,  will  you  read  to  the  Committee 
the  clause  which  Parliament  has  inserted  in  that 
case? — You  may  read  it. 

855.  "  The  company  shall  sell,  and  the  Council 
shall  purchase  the  undertaking  of  the  company 
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for  such  price  or  consideration,  and  on  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon  between 
the  company  and  the  Council,  or  as  failing  such 
agreement  shall  be  determined  by  arbitration,  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act  with  reference  lo  the  purchase  and 
taking  of  lands  otherwise  than  l)y  agreement,  and 
in  the  construction  of  the  said  provisions  the 
expression  '  the  promoters  of  the  imdertaking ' 
shall  mean  the  Council,  and  the  expression  '  land' 
shall  mean  the  undertaking  of  the  company  pro- 
provided  that  for  the  purpose  of  any  such  arbitra- 
tion the  sale  and  purchase  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
a  sale  ai^d  purchase  by  compulsion  and  not  by 
agreement."  What  do  you  think  of  that,  Mr. 
Harrison^ — I  am  not  able  to  offer  any  opinion 
upon  that,  because  I  see  that  there  is  introduced 
a  distinct  declaration  of  Parliament,  that  it  shall 
be  regarded  as  if  the  parties  were  not  proceeding 
by  agreement  ;  I  do  not  know  the  circumstances. 

856.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  company  did  not 
want  to  sell  and  only  had  to  yield  to  the  decision 
of  Parliament  last  year,  and  this  year  that  they 
ought  to  be  taken  over  by  the  municipal 
authority  ?  —  I  cannot  offer  any  opinion  about  it. 

857.  Now  I  will  take  another  whicli  has  just 
become  law ;  it  got  the  Royal  Assent  a  few  days 
ago,  T  believe,  called  the  Felixtowe  Water. 
Perhaps  you  will  be  surprised  when  I  tell  you 
that  this  was  not  a  statutory  company  but  simply 
a  private  limited  company  which  had  gone  there 
on  its  OAvn  account,  after  providing  that  they 
should  not  spend  more  capital  without  the  consent 
of  the  local  authority  it  is  provided  here :  "  Any 
such  sale  or  purchase  shall  be  for  such  price  or 
consideration  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
may  be  agreed  upon  between  the  company 
and  the  council,  or  (ailing  such  agreement  as 
shall  be  determined  by  arbitration,  in  accor- 
dance with  the  provisions  of  Lands  Clauses 
Act,  with  reference  to  the  purchase  and 
taking  of  laud,  otherwise  than  by  agreement 
provided  that  for  the  purpose  of  any  such  arbitra- 
tion the  sale  and  purchase  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
a  sale  and  purchase  by  compulsion,  and  not  by 
agreement."  What  do  you  say  to  that  ? — I  do 
not  know  of  those. 

858.  You  may  fairly  say  you  do  not  know  the 
circumstances  of  those  cases  ? — I  do  not. 

859.  I  can  give  you  a  third,  which  Avas  before 
Sir  James  Ritson's  Committee  last  year.  Chester- 
field Water  and  Gas,  where  the  Committee 
rejected  further  jjowers,  on  the  understanding 
that  the  municipal  authority  would  take  it  over, 
and  perhaps  you  would  be  surprised  to  hear 
that  in  that  case  also  they  have  been  entitled  to 
he  compensated  according  to  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act  ? — I  am  not  familiar  with  the  case. 

860  I  have  plenty  more  I  can  give  you,  dozens 
of  them  ;  but  taking  those  that  I  have  read  to  you 
where  they  did  not  agree,  and  the  price  was 
settled  by  arbitration  under  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act,  the  purchase  being  regarded  as  compulsory, 
can  you  suggest  any  reason  why  that  should  not 
be  fair  and  proper  in  the  case  of  the  London 
Water  Companies? — I  have  already  said  that  in 
my  opinion,  looking  to  the  whole  of  ihis  question, 
and  to  its  magnitude,  and  to  its  being  so  neces- 
sary on  the  groimd  of  health,  that  the  transfer 
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should  take  place,  I  do  not  think  in  this  case, 
that  there  should  be  any  compulsory  price  added; 
the  10  per  cent,  clause. 

861.  What  has  the  magnitude  got  to  do  with 
it  ?  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  dimensions  of 
a  town  exempts  it  from  its  obligation  to  do 
justice? — I  think  the  largeness  of  the  town  and 
the  evolutions  in  aggregation  of  people  make  it 
of  great  importance  for  health  purposes  that  larger 
considerations  should  enter  into  the  question. 

862.  What  do  you  mean  by  larger  considera- 
tions ?  —That  it  should  be  treated  differently. 

863.  How  does  the  largeness  of  the  town  or 
the  importance  of  the  health  of  the  people  make 
it  less  equitable  that  you  should  pay  the  full 
price  of  the  undertaking,  than  in  towns  where 
there  are  three  or  four  hundred  thousand 
people? — 1  think  that  the  whole  question,  as 
Parliament  as  got  to  deal  with  it,  of  water  supply 
is  to  a  great  extent  influenced  by  the  considera- 
tion of  the  necessity  of  having  water  supplied  to 
a  larger  extent  than  now  exists  to  the  large 
population,  and  that  the  vei*y  circumstances  of 
the  size,  influences  and  makes  a  purchase  under 
these  circumstances  different  on  the  ground  of 
public  policy  to  those  which  would  take  place 
iu  a  small  area  and  with  a  smaller  number  of 
persons. 

864.  I  think  you  will  hardly  be  bold  enough 
to  suggest  that  the  liealth  considerations  are  more 
urgent  in  London  than  they  are  in  other  towns  ? 
— I  think  they  are. 

865.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  to  begin  with,  is  not 
London  one  of  the  healthiest  towns  in  the  Avhole 
kingdom  ? — I  believe  so,  at  least  it  is  high  up  on 
the  list. 

866.  And  according  to  the  Report  of  the 
Royal  Commission  is  not  the  quality  of  the 
water  supplied  by  the  companies  much  above 
the  average  ? — I  do  not  pretend  to  give  evidence 
upon  that. 

867.  I  ask  you  whether,  according  to  the 
Report,  it  is  not  so  ? — Well,  if  you  look  to  the 
passage  it  will  speak  for  itself. 

868.  I  thought  it  had  been  read  already  ;  but 
if  it  is  new  to  you  ^  will  read  it  again.  It  is 
paragraph  178  of  the  Report  of  the  Koyal  Com- 
mission :  "  We  are  strongly  of  opinion  that  the 
water  as  supplied  to  the  consumer  in  London  is 
of  a  very  high  standard  of  excellence  and  purity, 
and  that  it  is  suitable  in  quality  for  all  house- 
hold purposes."  It  is  open  to  you  to  say  that 
the  Royal  Commissioners  did  not  know  what  they 
were  saying  or  anything  of  that  kind,  but 
according  to  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commis- 
sion, there  was  no  particularly  urgent  case  upon 
sanitary  considerations  made  out,  and  that  was  a 
unanimous  report  as  I  am  reminded  ? — That 
Report,  of  course,  states  that  which  you  have 
read,  but  I  view  this  question  with  regard  to  the 
health  of  London  as  being  a  matter  which 
requires  different  treatment  on  account  of  its 
enormous  size  with  regard  to  water. 

869.  Then  it  is  the  size— it  is  the  bio-ness  of 
the  l)usiness.  and,  therefore,  the  bigness  of  the 
sum  which  you  put  forward  as  your  own  argu- 
ment to  the  Committee  why  they  should  not  apply 
the  same  equitable  principles  to  the  London 
water  companies  that  have   been   applied  by 
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Parliament  everywhere  else?  — For  myself  I 
do  not  think  that  any  precedent  relating  to  a 
small  area  such  as  you  have  mentioned  is  applic- 
able to  this  particular  subject ;  it  is  only  a  matter 
of  opinion. 

870.  Then  it  comes  to  that,  taking  all  the 
cases  in  which  Parliament  has  dealt  with  compul  - 
sory purchase  all  over  the  land,  there  has  been 
nothing  so  big  as  London,  and  therefore  the  uni- 
versal practice  of  Parliament  hitherto  should  be 
ignored  in  this  case,  because  of  the  great  size  of 
London? — 1  say  that  with  reference  to  those 
particular  precedents  you  mentioned. 

871.  But  !  beg  pardon:  I  have  any  number 
more  for  you  if  you  like  ?■ — All  1  say  is,  I  am  not 
aware  of  them. 

872.  But  I  can  gradually  make  you  aware 
of  them.  There  is  the  Northwich  Local  Board 
Act  of  1885.  "Within  one  vear  of  the  passing 
of  this  Act  "  

Chairman.']  I  think  you  need  not  go  through 
that. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

873.  If  you  please,  sir.  (To  the  Witness.)  I 
will  shorten  it  by  putting  this  one  question  to 
you  ;  can  you  produce  one  precedent  from  the 
statute  book,  in  any  way  justifying  the  legis- 
lation you  are  proposing  in  this  Bill  ? — 1  have 
said  I  can  produce  no  precedent  to  the  Com- 
mittee. 

874.  And  theretbre  you  agree  that  we  shall 
be  justified  in  saying  to  this  Committee  that 
that  mode  of  purchase  which  you  are  proposing 
is  without  precedent,  and  contrary  to  every  pre- 
cedent that  has  been  enacted  by  Parliament  ? — 
That  is  a  matter  of  argument. 

874*.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  argument,  it  is  a 
matter  of  fact? — You  cannot  get  it  from  ine. 
because  I  tell  you  I  know  of  no  precedent. 

875.  You  know  no  precedent  that  supports  it 
all  ?— No. 

876.  Anfl  so  far  as  you  know  it  is  contrary  to 
the  whole  svstera  of  legislation  ? — ^That  I  do  not 
know. 

877.  As  far  as  you  know,  I  say  ? — As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  do  not  know. 

878.  As  you  tell  me  you  do  not  know,  did  you 
take  any  trouble  before  you  had  the  Bill  drafted 
to  ascertain  what  the  precedents  were  ?- — We 
left  that  and  the  advice  as  to  that  to  the 
Parliamentary  agent,  who  will  be  called  as  a 
witness. 

879.  We  know  Mr.  Cripps  knows  as  luuch 
about  it  as  anybody.  Did  he  siicceed  in  produc- 
ing any  precedent  ? — Mr.  Cripps  will  be  called 
as  a  witness. 

880.  Is  he  going  to  be  called  as  a  witness  to 
prove  Acts  of  Parliament  ;  that  is  a  novel 
thing.  There  is  one  sjjecial  matter  which 
interests  me  very  much  in  connection  with  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company,  Just  look 
at  the  last  paragraph  of  Clause  6,  at  the  bottom 
of  page  8  of  the  Bill  :  "  No  allowance  shall  be 
made  l)y  the  arbitrators  in  respect  of  any  claim 
to  make  up  the  prescribed  rate  any  dividend 
which  shall  have  been  payable  more  than  six 
years  previously  to  the  passing  of  this  Act,  or  in 
respect  of  any  assumed  future  increase  of  the 
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rateable  value  of  buildings  and  hereditaments." 
Now,  I  am  going  to  take  them  separately.  Do 
you  know  the  circumstances  of  the  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Company  at  all  ? — Only  gene- 
rally. 

881.  I  daresay  you  may  be  generally  aware 
that  it  is  the  result  of  the  amalgamation  with 
the  authority  of  Parliament  of  the  two  com- 
panies ;  those  companies  start  from  different 
dates,  but  very  early  -in  the  century  were 
amalgamated  ;  I  think  in  the  year  1845  ? — Yea. 

882.  Yo''  are  aware,  of  coiu'se,  that  the  South-' 
wark  and  Vauxhall  Company,  like  other  com- 
panies, is  given  a  statutory  right  to  a  10  per 
cent,  dividend  if  it  can  earn  it  ? — I  believe  so. 

883.  With  a  right  to  back  dividends  ? — Yes. 

884.  Are  you  aware  that  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company,  like  a  good  many  companies 
in  their  eai»lier  history,  for  many  years  paid 
no  dividends  at  all  ? — I  cannot  speak  of  my  own 
knowledge. 

885.  Will  you  take  the  fact  from  me,  subject 
to  my  proving  it  at  the  proper  time  ;  accept  it 
(rom  me  that  they  paid  no  dividend  for  many 
years  ? — Yes.  The  proper  statistical  officer  of  the 
Council  has  the  accounts,  and  he  will  be  called  as 
d  witness. 

886.  But  at  present  you  will  accept  the  fact ; 
you  shall  not  be  committed  to  admitting  any- 
thing ? — I  will  accept  it. 

887.  V^ou  ma)'  take  it  from  me  that  since  the 
amalgamation  in  1845  theii'  dividends  have 
averaged  between  3  and  4  per  cent.  Now,  under 
those  circumstances,  if  they  have  an  opportunity 
by  the  growth  of  the  district  and  by  increased 
supply  of  recouping  their  losses  in  the  past,  is  it 
just  that  luider  the  provisions  of  this  Bill  you 
should  sweep  that  away  ?  —  I  have  already 
explained  that  that  provision  is  based  on  a 
sunilar  provision  which  was  inserted  by  Parlia- 
ment in  reference  to  gas  dividends  in  gas  cases. 
Gas  was  limited  to  6  per  cent. 

888.  But,  forgive  me,  that  was  a  bargain  made 
in  Parliament,  a  consideration  for  getting  a 
monopoly  ;  is  not  that  so  ;  am  I  not  right,  if  you 
refer  to  the  gas  case,  in  saying  that  it  was  a  bar- 
gain made  in  Parliament,  and  they  got  as  a  con- 
dition for  it  monopoly,  where  they  had  not 
monopoly  before? — I  cannot  answer  that. 

889.  Take  that  again  from  me,  subject  to 
correction  ;  you  have  plenty  of  people  who  will 
correct  it  if  it  is  inaccurate.  Where  is  there  any 
parallelism  in  this  case  ;  you  are  going  to  take 
away  our  undertaking  and  turn  us  out  of  it 
altogether  ? — We  thought  that  was  a  fair  — 

890.  Did  you  ? — Yes,  a  fair  proposal. 

891.  But  here  this  is  a  case  of  deliberately 
taking  away  from  us  a  right  which  Parliament 
has  given  us.    Do  you  follow  me  ? 

Chairman.]  What  is  the  statutory  dividend 
of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  ? 

Mr.  Bidder. 

8'.'2.  Statutory  dividend  on  original  capital  is 
10  per  cent.,  and  on  additional  capital  7  per  cent. 
On  the  original  capital  it  is  10  per  cent.,  like  all 
the  other  companies.  (To  the  Witness.)  Is  it 
not  clear  that  the  meaning  of  that  dividend  is 
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that  a  joung  company  in  its  early  days  is  gene- 
rally worked,  if  not  at  a  loss,  at  a  naere  bare 
profit ;  is  not  that  so  always  ? — I  understand,  in 
the  case  of  these  water  companies,  it  was  so. 

893.  And  the  only  prospect  of  profitable 
remuneration  is  future  development  of  the  dis- 
trict as  years  go  on  ;  is  not  that  so  ? — Yes. 

894.  And  in  point  of  fact,  generally,  the  fact 
that  you  provide  mains  through  a  district  which 
is  a  suburban  district  is  one  great  factor  in 
development  ? — Ye?. 

895.  Therefore  Parliament,  in  giving  the 
company  a  future  right  to  take  back  dividend,  is 
giving  it  power  to  get  the  fniits  of  its  own 
capital  expenditure  in  the  past ;  is  not  that  so  ? 
— Yes,  that  may  be  so. 

896.  Then  may  I  ask  on  what  principle  of 
justice  can  you  ask  this  Committee  to  put  in  a 
proviso  which  deliberately  takes  away  that  right 
of  getting  the  fruits  of  its  past  energy  and  past 
capital  expenditure  which  Parliament  gave  it  in 
the  shape  of  back  dividends  if  it  could  earn 
them  ? — We  base  it  on  the  precedent  of  the  gas 
case,  and  I  cannot  say  more  than  that. 

897.  I  have  pointed  out  that  your  precedent 
does  not  apply  ?— We  venture  to  think  it  does. 

898.  Can  you  venture  to  suggest  any  principle 
of  morality  or  immorality  on  which  you  can  base 
it  ? — Under  the  circumstances  we  think  it  fair 
and  equitable. 

899.  But  how  can  it  be  fair;  I  have  carried 
on  business  in  a  young  and  growing  district  for 
many  years  with  no  return  at  first,  and  always  a 
lean  return  except  for  the  last  year  or  two ;  I 
have  done  that  in  the  faith  that  as  the  district 
grew  I  should  in  time  get  a  substantial  return 
for  my  money  ;  how  can  you  say  it  is  fair  to 
put  in  a  proviso  now  which  says  I  am  not  to 
have  that  return  ? — I  think  you  will  find  that 
there  are  a  great  number  of  considerations  Avith 
regard  to  the  question  of  back  dividends,  with 
regard  to  income,  the  proper  application  of  it, 
the  proper  expenditure  of  capital,  all  these 
things  will  be  spoken  to  by  other  witnesses. 
They  will  deal  with  that  question,  and  1  say  that 
those  considerations  are  considerations  which 
make,  in  my  opinion,  this  proposition  a  fair  one 
under  the  circumstances. 

900.  When  you  talk  about  the  proper  applica- 
tion of  back  dividends,  the  back  dividend  is  to 
go  into  the  pockets  of  the  sharehcjlders,  as 
remuneration  for  their  past  expenditure  ?— Yes  ; 
but  if  the  shareholder  has  been  employing  his 
income  otherwise  than  for  income  purposes,  it 
may  be  quite  proper  on  investigation,  if  that 
turns  out  to  be  the  ca^e,  that  he  would  not  be 
entitled  to  back  dividends,  and  I  say  that  that  is 
only  one  of  the  considerations. 

901.  Now  you  are  suggesting  it  might  be 
proper,  but  you  propose  to  absolutely  enact  it  in 
the  case  of  each  company. 

C  hairman.]  Perhaps  you  will  be  good  enough 
to  put  into  the  witness's  hand  the  clause  of  the 
Act  with  reference  to  these  companies  under 
which  they  have  that  claim.  We  have  not  heard 
that  yet. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  It  is  contained  in  the  General  Act. 
Witness.]  It  is  under  the  75th  clause  of  the 
General  Waterworks  Act. 


Mr.  Bidder.]  I  will  read  the  clause.  It  is 
Section  75  of  the  General  Act,  which  is  incor- 
porated with  this  Act. 

Chairman.]  What  is  the  date  of  the  Act? 

Mr.  Bidder.]  It  is  the  Act  of  1847  :  "  And 
with  respect  to  the  amount  of  profit  to  be  re- 
ceived by  the  undertakers  when  the  waterworks 
are  carried  on  for  their  benefit  be  it  enacted  as 
loUows  :  Tlie  profits  of  the  undertaking  to  be 
divided  among  the  undertakers  in  any  year  shall 
not  exceed  the  prescribed  rate,  or,  where  no  rate 
is  prescribed,  they  shall  not  exceed  the  rate  of 
ten  pounds  in  the  hundred  by  the  year  on  the 
paid-up  capital  in  the  undertaking,  which,  in 
such  case,  shall  be  deemed  the  prescribed  rate 
unless  a  larger  dividend  beat  any  time  necessary 
to  make  up  the  deficiency  of  any  previous  divi- 
dend which  shall  have  fallen  short  of  the  said 
yearly  rate."  So  that  you  see,  sir,  10  per  cent, 
is  the  limit  of  what  may  be  divided  in  any  year, 
but  if  in  any  previous  year  the  profits  have  fallen 
short  of  10  per  cent.,  and  there  have  been  received 
only  9,  8,  6,  or  5  per  cent.,  you  may  take,  when 
you  get  it,  the  additional  profit  in  order  to  make 
up  the  difference. 

Chairman.]  And  that  is  the  clause  under 
which  you  claim. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  That  is  the  clause  which  is 
incorporated  in  our  Act,  and  under  which  we 
have  the  I'ight  to  go  back  to  the  year  1845, 
when  we  were  incorporated,  and  pay  up  all 
arrears  of  back  dividends.  Now,  the  proposal  in 
this  Bill  is  that,  instead  of  having  a  right  to  go 
back  to  1845,  we  shall  be  treated  as  if  we  only 
had  a  right  to  go  back  to  the  year  1889,  in  fact, 
where,  as  we  have  got  at  the  present  time  the 
right  to  50  years  of  back  dividend  (because  we 
have  never  got  near  the  IC  per  cent.),  you  are 
asked  to  say  that  we  shall  be  treated  as  if  we 
only  had  a  right  to  go  back  six  years. 

Witness.]  Yes.  You  have  omitted  the  next 
two  clauses,  which  bear  upon  the  matter,  Clauses 
76  and  77. 

902.  If  you  think  they  bear  upon  it  you  shall 
not  say  I  have  kept  anything  back  from  the 
Committee.  I  do  not  suppose  you  want  to  read 
the  whole  of  the  clauses.  I  will  read  the  mar- 
ginal notes.  The  marginal  note  of  Clause  76 
says,  "  If  profits  exceed  the  amoimt  limited, 
excess  to  be  invested  and  form  a  reserve  fund"? 
—Yes. 

903.  Then  Clause  77  says  that  the  reserved 
fund  is  not  to  be  resorted  to  unless  to  meet 
extraordinary  claims.  I  do  not  see  what  that 
has  to  do  with  the  matter  ? — It  has  a  great  deal 
to  do  with  the  matter  if  you  will  read  it,  because 
you  will  find  Sections  76  to  78  provide  for  the 
formation  out  of  surplus  profit  of  a  reserved 
fund,  and  by  Section  79  it  is  enacted  that,  If 
in  any  year  the  profits  of  the  undertaking 
divisible  amongst  the  undertakers  shall  not 
amount  to  the  prescribed  rate,  such  a  sum  may 
be  taken  from  the  reserved  fitnd,  as  with  the 
actual  divisible  profits  of  such  year  will  enable 
the  undertakers  to  make  a  dividend  of  the 
amount  aforesaid,  and  so  from  time  to  time  as 
often  as  the  occasion  shall  require."  There  is  a 
grave  question  whether  you  can  take  money  for 
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back  dividends,  except  out  of  the  reserved  fund 
so  carried  over  and  so  appropriated.  You  will 
find  that  question  discussed. 

904,  But  you  need  not  trouble  your  head  about 
the  reserve  fund  in  answering  me.  You  will  re- 
member my  company  has  never  been  within  miles 
of  having  a  reserve  fund  ;  we  have  never  got  near 
the  10  per  cent.,  let  alone  the  surplus  profits? — 
You  will  find  that  question  discussed  in  the  paper 
handed  in  by  Sir  John  Lambert,  in  which  he 
gives  the  legal  opinion  upon  this  matter  in  the 
report  of  Sir  William  Harcoui-t's  Committee's 
proceedings,  Appendix,  page  229.  There  is  a 
grave  question  out  of  what  fund  these  back 
dividends,  even  if  payable,  are  to  be  met,  or 
whether  you  must  not  in  the  first  instance  carry 
over  the  reserve  fund  out  of  your  profits,  and 
that  that  reserve  fund  is  the  only  fund  wherewith 
you  can  feed  the  back  dividends  and  pay  the  back 
dividends. 

905,  I  am  not  much  concerned  about  this  grave 
question  of  a  reserve  fund.  You  know  the  South- 
wark  and  Vauxhall  Company  never  had  a  reserve 
fund  to  quarrel  about  ? — No,  and  therefore  may 
never  have  a  fund  to  meet  back  dividends. 

906.  Obviously  the  only  chance  we  have  of 
getting  a  return  for  our  capital,  because  up  to 
now  we  have  not  the  average  4  per  cent,  as  I 
have  told  you,  is  the  increased  rateable  value  of 
our  district  that  is  going  on,  which  increases  our 
water  rental,  is  it  not  'i — It  is  the  increased 
supply,  of  course. 

907,  The  growth  of  our  district? — Yes,  the 
growth  of  your  district. 

908.  That  is  our  chance  of  our  being  remune- 
rated for  expenditure  ? — Yes. 

909,  I  mean  increased  water  rental.  Now  you 
carefully  in  this  clause  provide  that  in  every  way 
we  shall  not  have  the  right  to  the  back  dividends, 
and  that  we  shall  not  have  the  right  to  ask  an 
arbitrator  to  consider  the  probable  increased 
value  of  our  district  ? — Yes.  You  will  recollect 
that  this  code  of  1847,  which  gave  the  right  to  back 
dividends,  whatever  that  may  mean,  also  provided 
that  any  person  could  call  upon  the  company  to 
lay  down  pipes  and  supply  water  :  but  these 
Water  Companies  in  1852  exempted  themselves 
from  the  operation  of  the  35th  Section  with  re- 
gard to  laying  down  pipes  and  supplying  water, 
and  therefore  it  is  but  equitable  to  take  into  con- 
sideration the  whole  of  those  circumstances  when 
you  come  to  consider  the  clause  with  I'egard  to 
the  back  dividends. 

Chairman. 

910.  Was  any  diflerence  established  then  by 
law  as  to  tlicir  claim  for  back  dividends  at  that 
time  ?  — No,  not  as  to  back  dividend. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

911.  I  cannot  follow  your  reasoning;  because 
we  have  accepted  the  restriction  of  the  Water- 
works Clauses  Act,  it  is  equitable  to  deprive  us 
of  the  advantages  of  the  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act,  is  that  it  — Certainly,  you  have  restricted 
the  general  code  of  the  obligation  to  supp'y  in 
such  way  as  to  Ueprive  the  consumers  of  the 
benefit  of  competition,  and  that  that  circumstance 
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must  therefore  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
considering  back  dividends. 

912.  I  do  not  want  to  repeat  Mr,  Pember,  and 
you  shall  not  take  me  into  that.  He  has  shown 
you  that  everything  we  have  done,  we  have  done 
with  the  authority  of  Parliament  ? — You  have  not 
abstained  from  supplying  water  by  statute  with 
the  consent  of  Parliament, 

913.  I  will  not  be  drawn  into  repeating  my 
learned  friend's  cross-examination.  One  other 
question.  You,  therefore,  are  carefidly  and  ex- 
pressly putting  in  words  to  prevent  the  arbitrator 
considering  the  [)ro3pective  value  of  our  under- 
taking:  that  is  evidently  so,  is  it  not  ? — On  that 
point,  certainly. 

914.  You  or  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Balfour 
Browne,  spoke  of  the  Stockton  case.  Are  you 
aware  that  in  that  case,  which  is  one  of  the 
biggest  that  ever  came  before  Parliament,  so  far 
from  Parliament  excluding  it  they  expressly  pro- 
vided that  attention  should  be  paid  to  the  pro- 
spective value  of  the  undertaking.  Are  you 
acquainted  with  that  case  ? — No,  I  am  not. 

915.  You  know  the  Stockton  and  Middles- 
borough  Water  Company  was  taken  by  the 
Stockton  and  Middlesborough  Act  of  1876,  com- 
pulsorily,  and  against  the  will  of  the  company, 
the  company  drawing  their"  water  supply  from 
the  river  Tees,  and  the  local  and  municipal 
authorities  asserting  that  the  Tees  water  was 
filtfiy  and  polluted,  and  that  they  ought  not  to  be 
allowed  to  take  any  more  from  it.  And  what  is 
more,  in  that  case  Parliament  on  an  application 
of  the  company  refused  to  allow  them  to  take 
any  more  water  from  the  Tees  ? — I  know  nothing 
of  those  facts. 

916.  I  am  telling  you  so  that  you  may  know  a 
little.  In  that  Act  the  provision  was  that  the 
Corporation  should  take  over  the  statutory  debt 
and  pay  the  company  a  sum  for  the  compulsory 
sale  and  for  the  prospective  value  of  the  com- 
pany's undertaking  ? — I  am  not  aware  of  that;  I 
do  not  pretend  to  have  looked  into  the  pi-ecedents, 
and  have  never  seen  the  Acts. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  Then  I  have  no  more  questions 
to  trouble  Mr,  Harrison  with. 

Mr,  Pope.']  I  do  not  propose  to  ask  anything, 
Sir, 

Cross-examined  by  vSir  William  Marriott. 

917.  I  should  like  to  ask  a  few  questions. 
You  are  a  lawyer,  Mr,  Harrison,  I  think  ? — Yes. 

918.  Of  high  reputation,  I  may  say.  All  I 
will  ask  you  with  regard  to  this  sixth  clause  is 
this  :  does  it  alter  the  present  law,  or  does  it 
not  ? — The  law  of  what  ? 

919.  The  law  of  the  land? — If  you  ask  me 
whether  it  alters  the  procedure  under  a  com- 
pulsory purchase  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act,  I  answer  clearly  that  it  does, 

920.  Then  it  does  alter  the  law  of  the  land  ?— 
No,  it  does  not  alter  the  law  of  the  land,  but 
purchase  under  the  Act  it  certainly  does. 

921.  You  want  to  be  a  purchaser,  do  you  not  ? 
-Yes. 

922.  The  companies  are  unwilling  sellers,  are 
they  not  ? — Verbally,  they  so  state. 

H  923.  You 
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923.  You  do  not  believe  them,  but  still  they 
say  so  ? — They  say  so. 

924.  Then  do  you  consider  it  fair  for  a  pur- 
chaser who  wants  to  buy  a  commodity  before  he 
makes  the  purchase  to  alter  the  law,  so  that  he 
will  get  it  cheaper  and  the  seller  get  less  ? — I  do 
not  know  the  view  that  as  

925.  1  wish  you  would  say  yes  or  no.  Is  it 
fair  for  a  would-be  purchaser  to  try  and  alter  the 
law  so  that  he  may  get  the  goods  cheaper  from 
the  seller  who  has  had  to  buy  it  under  the  law  as 
it  stood  originally,  is  that  fair  ? — I  can  hardly 
answer  that  question. 

92G,  Why  not,  it  is  a  very  simple  question  ?  — 
No. 

927.  Is  it  not  ?  What  is  the  object  of  your 
alteration  of  the  law  ? — In  order  that  the  tribunal 
may  be  in  the  same  position  as  this  Committee  is. 

928.  Not  a  bit,  you  want  to  get  it  cheaper,  is 
not  that  it  ?— No. 

929.  What ;  come,  Mr.  Harrison,  do  not  you 
want  to  get  these  companies  as  cheap  as  you 
possibly  can  ? — Certainly,  at  a  price  fair  and 
equitable. 

930.  Say  yes  or  no  ? — Certainly. 

931.  Do  not  you  think  you  will  get  them 
cheaper  by  altering  the  law  ? — I  do  not  consider, 
and  you  must  not  put  into  my  mouth  that  it  is 
an  alteration  of  the  law.  It  would  be  an  altera- 
tion of  the  law  of  reference  ;  it  would  be  an 
altei'ation  of  the  law  of  taking  property  compul- 
sorily  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  but  it  would 
not  be,  and  is  not,  an  alteration  of  the  law  gene- 
rally, because  Ave  are  here  asking  Parliament  to 
allow  this  tribunal  to  occupy  the  same  position 
that  the  Committee  does,  namely,  to  consider  all 
the  circumstances. 

932.  Do  let  me  ask  you  this  question:  Is  not 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act  of  1845  a  public  Act? — 
Yes. 

933.  Are  you  not  trying  now  to  alter  it  by  a 
private  Act?— No. 

934.  Are  you  not  trying  to  alter? — Now,  we 
are  trying  not  to  allow  it  

935.  If  you  are  not  trying  to  alter  it  what  is 
the  good  of  these  clauses  ? — We  are  trying  not 
to  alter  it,  but  not  to  allow  it  to  be  incorporated, 
which  is  quite  another  thing,  into  this  particular 
purchase. 

936.  What  do  you  mean  by  "incorporated"? 
— Unless  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  is  incorporated 
into  the  Bill  the  purchase  would  not  be  subiect 
to  those  terms. 

937.  In  every  private  Bill  where  you  take 
compulsorily  any  land  or  anything  else,  is  not 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act  incorporated  ? — Yes. 

938.  Then  why  make  an  exception  in  this 
case  ? — Because  I  think  the  circumstances 
justify  it. 

939.  As  I  say,  you  want  to  get  the  property 
cheaper  ? — No,  I  want  to  purchase  it  other  than 
by  and  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act. 

940.  Then  you  want  to  abolish  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  with  regard  to  this 
particular  scheme  ? — I  do  not  want  to  abolish  it, 
but  I  do  not  want  to  incorporate  it ;  they  are 
different  things. 


[  Continued. 


ChairmanJ\  I  think  we  understand  the  point. 

Sir  William  Marriott.']  Quite  so.  Sir,  I  will 
leave  it  where  it  is,  but  this  would  alter  it  no 
doubt. 

Witness.']  There  is  no  law  that  it  shall  be  so 
applied. 

Chairman.]  I  only  meant  to  say  we  quite 
understand  the  contention  of  Mr.  Harrison.  I 
was  not  expressing  an  opinion. 

Sir  William  Marriott. 

941.  (To  the  Witness.)  I  understand  the  in- 
tention is  so  to  alter  the  law,  that  property 
belonging  to  water  companies  may  be  bought 
cheaper  than  they  otherwise  would  be  ? — That 
is  your  contention,  not  mine. 

942.  Supposing  this  Bill  is  passed  as  it  stands, 
would  you  in  your  opinion  be  able  to  buy  them 
cheaper  than  if  these  clauses  were  not  in  ? — I 
certainly  think  that  is  very  likely. 

943.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  that  was  not 
the  object  of  the  County  Council  ? — The  object 
isj  no  doubt,  to  get  them  on  fairly  equitable 
terms,  and  if  that  result  works  out  no  doubt  it 
will  be  so. 

944.  Is  not  it  the  object  to  get  it  cheaper 
under  this  private  Act,  if  it  is  passed,  than  you 
would  get  it  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  ? — 
No,  the  public  Act  is  only  a  code  laid  down,  and 
unless  it  is  made  by  special  legislation,  applicable 
to  the  particular  case,  and  incorporated  into  the 
Act,  it  does  not  apply,  and  we  ask  Pai'liament, 
under  the  circumstances,  not  to  incorporate  it, 

945.  May  I  take  it  in  this  way:  that  you  ask 
Parliament  by  this  Bill,  that  you  may  be  able  to 
buy  property  differently  to  what  any  property 
has  been  bought  since  1845,  for  public  purposes  ? 
— That  this  particiilar  property  may  be  bought 
differently,  certainly. 

946.  From  any  property  which  has  been 
bought  since  1845.  I  think  I  may  leave  it  there. 
You  told  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Bidder,  with 
regard  to  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company 
that  they  were  not  willing  sellers.  You  stated 
in  your  evidence  that  in  1880  all  the  companies 
were  willing  sellers  ? — So  they  were.  They 
entered  into  agreements  voluntarily  and  no 
10  per  cent,  compsnsation. 

947.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  in  1880,  when  Mr. 
Smith  wrote  to  every  one  of  the  companies,  they 
all  said  they  were  unwilling,  and  declined  to 
sell  ? — But  they,  in  fact,  entered  into  agreements. 
I  do  not  know  what  they  wrote. 

948.  Are  you  aware  that  they  did  not  want 
to  sell  ? — Whether  they  wanted  to  sell  or  not, 
they  did,  in  fact,  enter  into  agreements  to  sell. 

949.  Did  they  enter  into  agreements  on  the 
condition  that  if  they  were  compelled  by  Parlia- 
ment they  would  do  it  ? — The  agreements  will 
speak  for  themselves. 

950.  Will  you  deny  that  every  one  of  them 
wrote  to  say  that  they  did  not  want  to  sell  ? — I 
do  not  know  what  they  wrote. 

951.  Why  did  you  say  they  were  willing 
sellers? — I  said  so  because  every  one  of  them 
were  parties  to  agreements  which  were  submitted 
to  Parliament,  and  which  Parliament  did  not 
approve  of. 

952.  I  pass 
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952.  I  pass  from  that.  You  do  not  know  ;  you 
have  not  seen  these  letters  ?— No ;  other  wit- 
nesses are  more  familiar  with  that  matter. 

963.  In  1891,  before  Sir  Matthew  White 
Eidley's  Committee,  I  think  you  were  not  in 
favour  of  the  county  council  purchasing  the 
water  companies,  were  you  ? — How  do  you  mean 
"■  not  in  favour  "  ? 

954.  You  were  not  in  favour  of  purchasing  at 
that  time  ?— We  had  no  power  to  propose  any- 
thing of  the  kind. 

955.  But  you  were  not  in  favour  of  purchasing 
in  1891,  were  you?— I  do  not  understand  you; 
will  you  refer  me  to  the  statement. 

956.  If  you  look  at  your  evidence,  page  329, 
you  will  see  what  I  mean? — I  think  you  Avill 
find  that  the  whole  question  turned  there  upon 
the  period  when  

957.  This  question  was  put  by  Mr.  Freeman: 
"  I  want  you  to  carefully  consider  the  question 
as  regards  the  purchase  from  and  dealing  with 
the  water  companies  themselves  ;  in  your  opinion 
is  the  county  council,  conjointly  Avith  the 
corporation  of  the  city,  at  the  present  moment  in 
a  position,  without  further  inquiry,  to  deal  with 
that  subject? — We  think  not.  We  have  made 
very  careful  inquiries,  and  we  think  not,  particu- 
larly with  regard  to  the  question  of  purchase, 
viewed  from  the  light  of  the  question  of  the 
purchase-money  or  borrowed  capital  that  would 
have  to  be  raised  for  the  pur|)ose  of  any 
purchase"? — Yes,  until  further  increase;  that 
was  so. 

958.  Then  may  I  take  it  that  in  1891  you 
were  not  prepared  to  recommend  the  council  to 
purchase  ? — To  enter  into  a  blind  purchase  with- 
out further  inquiry. 

959.  Was  the  ground  for  that,  the  enormous 
amount  of  capital  you  thought  it  would  require  ? 
—No. 

960.  No  ? — No,  if  you  look  at  my  evidence 
and  read  it,  you  will  find  the  argument  you  are 
alluding  to  was  this :  that  I  considered  the  system 
of  the  incidence  of  taxation  was  extremely  unfair 
in  London,  throwing  it  entirely  on  the  occupier, 
and  that  we  ought  to  have,  simultaneously  with 
the  purchase  involving  any  liability,  an  alteration 
in  the  incidence  of  taxation.  That  is  the  purport 
of  that  evidence. 

961.  I  do  not  want  to  know  the  purport;  I 
want  to  know  what  the  answers  were.  Did  you 
not  state  that  in  your  opinion  the  purchase-money 
would  be  40,000,000/.  ?~l  do  not  know.  I  may 
have  assumed  a  given  figure,  or  I  may  have  taken 
it  from  counsel,  but  I  had  no  knowledge. 

962.  I  think  Mr.  Kickards  was  examining 
you  ? — I  daresay,  and  he  may  have  assumed 
40,000,000Z.,  but  I  know  nothing  about  what  it 
would  cost.  It  was  merely  to  illustrate  the 
proposition  that  if  40,000,000/.  was  to  be  raised, 
it  ought  not  to  be  thrown  upon  the  occupier. 

963.  The  question  was,  You  said  that  the 
burden  of  London  was  40,000,000/.,"  and  your 
answer  was  "  l^es."  Then  the  next  question 
was  this:  "  And  now  you  object  to  having  another 
forty  millions  put  upon  London  by  the  purchase 
of  the  companies  "  ;  and  then  you  say,  "  No,  I 
never  objected  at  all.''  And  then  afterwards 
you  say  that  it  would  double  the  debt.  Did 
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you  then  think  it  wopld  cost  forty  millions? — 
No ;  you  ask  me  whether,  if  forty  millions  is 
added  to  forty  millions,  it  would  not  double 
the  debt  ;  of  course  it  would. 

964.  The  last  question  asked  you  was  asked 
by  Sir  Algernon  Borthwick,  and  which  I  will 
read  :  "  I  would  like  to  ask  one  question  about  the 
outlook  of  the  unhappy  ratepayer;  if  we  deliver 
him  from  the  water  companies  you  tell  me  he 
will  have  to  pay  apparently  the  same  rates  with 
an  addition  of  300,000/.  a  year? — If  it  is 
done  under  the  present  system,  you  cannot  help 
that."  What  did  you  mean  l)y  that? — If  you 
will  read  the  whole  evidence,  you  will  find  this  : 
it  was  upon  the  assumption  that  the  purchase 
would  involve  a  burden,  and  I  objected  then  in 
my  evidence  to  the  purchase  of  the  water  com- 
panies first,  without  inquiries;  and  next,  if  it 
would  involve,  as  it  might  probably  do,  an  extra 
liability  upon  the  present  occupiers  before  the 
incidence  of  taxation  was  altered. 

965.  May  I  take  it,  then,  that  I  was  right ;  in 
the  first  instance,  you  did  not  wish  the  County 
Council  to  buy  the  water  companies,  because  you 
thought  it  would  put  such  a  burden  on  the 
ratepayers? — No,  not  without  further  inquiry; 
that  was  the  whole  point. 

966.  What  was  further  inquiry  to  do,  or  what 
has  it  done  up  to  the  present  moment  ? — It  has 
produced  these  Bills. 

967.  l^ou  had  a  further  inquiry  before  Sir 
Matthew  White  Ridley?  —  Yes;  we  have  been 
going  on  inquiring. 

968.  YoVi  asked  for  a  further  inquiry,  did  you 
not  ? — Yes. 

969.  And  you  got  a  further  inquiry  ? — Not  in 
the  terms  that  we  asked  for. 

970.  You  got  a  Commission  over  which  Lord 
Balfour  of  Burleigh  presided? — We  got  a  Com- 
mission. 

971.  Was  not  that  a  siood  Commission  ? — The 
terms  were  not  as  large  as  we  desired. 

972.  But  was  the  Commission  itself  good?  — I 
cannot  pass  an  opinion. 

973.  You  had  their  report  ? — If  you  ask 
me  about  their  report  I  have  my  own  opinion 
about  it. 

974.  Do  you  agree  with  the  report? — No,  I  do 
not. 

975.  Then  having  had  that  inquiry,  what 
further  inquiry  have  you  had  ? —  We  have 
inquired  more  into  the  facts  and  into  the  position 
of  the  matter.  We  have  obtained  a  great  deal 
of  information  as  to  the  sources  of  supply,  and 
we  have  inquired  more  into  the  sources  and  the 
actual  supply. 

Chairman.^  What  witnesses  do  you  propose 
to  call  after  Mr.  Harrison's  examination  is 
finished  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  I  think  in  all  probability 
Mr.  Bassett  Hopkins,  sir. 

Chairman.']  I  was  going  to  suggest  (of  course 
I  do  not  want  to  interfere  with  your  discretion) 
that  the  Committee  think  that  possibly  it  might 
simplify  matters  if  you  were  to  call  the  Parlia- 
mentary agent.  Mr.  Freeman  promised  us  that 
he  should  be  called  in  order  that  we  should  see 
clearly  what  yoiu-  contention  is  on  the  ([uestion 
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as  to  what  matters  the  arbitrator  may  or  may 
not  o;o  into  if  he  were  not  controlled  at  all  by 
the  provisions  of  the  6th  clause.  You  understand 
what  I  mean  ? 

Mr.  Worslei/  Tni/lor.]  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman.']  Because  we  think  probably  that 
may  give  us  a  clearer  indication  as  to  what  course 
the  inquiry  should  take  in  its  subsequent  stages. 
If  it  is  not  inconvenient  to  you,  we  should  be  very 
glad  to  have  your  view  on  that  subject  given  to 
us  by  the  Parliamentary  agent,  and  also  the  views 
of  counsel  rei)resenting  the  Petitioners,  which  no 
doubt  would  come  out  in  cross-examination  ;  but 
I  think  you  will  all  see  that  it  is  rather  an  ele- 
ment in  this  inquiry  which,  as  I  understand  from 
Mr.  Harrison,  gives  rather  a  new  phase  of  the 
business  of  an  arbitrator  in  this  particular  case. 

Mr.  Worsleu  Taylor. ]  That  is  a  matter  which 
we  had  very  carefully  considered,  because  we 
had  felt  it  desirable  in  everybody's  interest  that 
the  Parliamentary  agent  should  be  called  at  an 
early  stage.  I  may  tell  you  at  once,  sir,  the 
decision  we  have  arrived  at,  and  what  we  thought 
would  be  most  convenient  for  the  Committee. 
We  propose  next  to  call  Mr.  Bassett  Hopkins, 
who,  perhaps,  as  honourable  Members  are  aware, 
is  a  barrister,  and  who  also  had  the  advantage  of 
being  on  the  County  Council.  He  is  intimately 
acquainted  with  the  water  proceedings,  and  he 
would  be  able  to  give  evidence  on  the  Clause  6 
point  with  considerable  authority.  After  that 
we  had  ourselves  proposed  to  call  the  engineer, 
and  then  Mr.  Cripps,  the  Parliamentary  agent ; 
but,  if  you,  sir,  think  you  would  prefer  to  have 
Mr.  Cripps  called  after  Mr.  Harrison,  of  course 
we  should  call  him. 

Ckairmav.]  You  can  call  whichever  witness 
you  please  first,  of  course ;  but  what  occurred 
to  me  was  that,  if  we  could  get  a  clear  under- 
standing at  first  as  to  your  view,  and  as  to  the 
view  of  the  Petitioners  with  regard  to  the  scope 
of  the  arbitration,  supposing  it  were  not  controlled 
by  these  particular  sub-sections  of  Clause  6,  it 
might  guide  iis  in  the  course  of  Mr.  Bassett 
Hopkins'  examination,  because  no  doubt  there 
are  other  matters  which  he  will  have  to  go 


into  besides  the  question  I  am  referring  to  at 
present,  and  I  think  the  sooner  we  can  get  all 
the  helj)  possible  from  yourself  and  the  learned 
counsel  who  appear  for  the  Petitioners  upon  that 
point  the  better  it  will  be.  I  think,  also,  it  would 
tend  towards  shortening  the  matter. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  My  friend  Mr,  Balfour 
Browne  is  not  here  now,  but  I  will  consult  with 
him. 

Chairman.']  Very  well  ;  but  if  you  take  a 
different  view  the  Committee  do  not  wish  to 
compel  you  to  call  any  one  witness  before  another. 

Mr.  Littler.]  1  should  like  to  say,  with  regard 
to  what  has  fallen  from  my  learned  friend,  I  have 
not  the  slightest  objection  in  this  particular  case 
to  my  learned  friend  calling  Mr.  Cripps,  because 
of  particular  circumstances  and  particular  facts 
he  has  got  up  ;  but  I  do  respectfully  pi-otest 
against  a  new  practice  being  brought  up  of  gentle- 
men being  called  to  prove  to  a  Committee  what 
English  law  is ;  foreign  law,  if  you  like.  But 
the  proper  way  of  explaining  the  English  law  is 
by  arguments  of  counsel  and  not  by  a  witness, 
and  I  shall  certainly  object  to  a  single  question 
being  asked  on  that  point.  Mr.  Cripps,  who  has 
pi'omoted  a  Bill,  may  very  well  tell  you  what  he 
fears  may  happen  ;  but  as  to  his  being  an  authority 
on  the  law,  I  protest  against  any  witness  being  in 
that  position.  The  authorities  on  law  are  my 
learned  friends  Mr.  Pope  and  those  around  me. 

Chairman.]  You  need  not  protest  until  you 
hear  what  we  are  going  to  do,  and  we  mean  to 
get  as  much  information  as  we  can  on  the  existing 
law  on  this  point. 

Mr.  Littler.]  My  protest  is  quia  timet,  because 
I  know  it  has  been  attempted  over  and  over  again 
of  late  by  the  London  County  Council  to  produce 
gentlemen  to  advise  Committees  what  the  law  is, 
and  I  have  uniformly  protested,  with  success, 
against  it. 

Chairman.]  That  will  give  you  an  opportunity 
of  raising  your  point. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow, 
at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET,  in  the  Chai] 


Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  re-called  ;  and  Cross-Examined. 


Sir  IFilliam  Marriott. 

976.  Whether  the  amount  required  for  the 
purchase  of  these  companies  is  20,000,000/.  or 
40,000,000/.,  you  admit  it  is  a  very  large 
business,  do  you  not  ? — Of  course, 

977.  In  your  opinion,  for  the  successful  carry- 
insT  out  of  a  large  business,  is  it  not  essential  that 
there  should  be  some  permanency  m  what  you 
may  call  the  board  of  directors,  or  the  board  of 
management,  some  element  of  permanency  ? — 
Yes. 

978.  I  mean  to  say  in  all  the  great  under- 
takings, such  as  the  great  railway  companies 
(and  J  may  say  up  to  now  the  great  water  com- 
panies), the  boards  of  directors  have  been  founded 
on  the  principle  of  being  more  or  less  a 
permanent  body  ;  that  is,  there  is  a  great  element 
of  permanence  in  them? — Yes,  for  commercial 
profits. 

979.  Do  you  say  the  London  County  Council 
has  any  element  of  permanence  about  it  ? —  I 
should  think  so,  very  great. 

980.  How  often  is  it  elected  ? — Every  three 
years. 

981.  How  many  members  are  there  now  who 
were  members  six  years  ago  ? — I  think  about  40. 

982.  What  is  the  total  number  of  members  ? 
One  hundred  and  thirty-eight,  including  the 
aldermen,  Wlien  I  say  40,  that  is  exclusive  of 
the  aldermen. 

983.  What  is  the  number  of  elected  members  ? 
— One  hundred  and  fifteen,  I  think. 

984.  Forty  of  the  same  men  having  been  on 
six  years  out  of  115  ;  do  you  think  that  a  strong 
element  of  permanency  ? — Yes ;  quite  sufficient 
for  management. 

985.  Quite  sufficient  for  management  of  the 
business? — -Yes;  for  the  management  which 
would  devolve  on  the  committee.  You  have  the 
staff,  which,  of  course,  will  be  permanent. 

986.  Then  may  1  ask  you  this  :  Up  to  the 
present  time  has  the  London  County  Council 
been  a  good  business  body  for  managing  the 
business  that  they  have  to  do  ? — I  should  think 
very  good, 

987.  Have  you  read  the  report  of  Mr.  Hollo- 
way  ;  do  you  know  Mr,  Holloway? — He  is  the 
works  manager. 

988.  He  is  the  works  manager,  and  he  tas 
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very  recently  made  a  report  as  to  how  the 
county  council  work  is  carried  on,  has  he  not  ? 

Yes  ;  we  have  established  a  works  department, 
and  on  the  exclusion  

Chairman.^  I  think,  Sir  William,  we  cannot 
go  into  all  these  questions. 

Sir  William  Marriott.'\  I  shall  be  very  short. 
I  was  going  to  read  two  passages  in  this  report, 
which  is  very  essential  to  the  ratepayers'  interest, 
showing  that  the  work  done  by  the  county 
council  is  much  more  costly. 

Witness J\  That  is  not  so  ;  I  beg  your  pardon. 

ChairmanJ\  I  think  we  should  get  into  a 
tangle.    It  hardly  comes  into  our  inquiry. 

Sir  William  Marriott.^  I  was  only  going  to 
read  two  passages  from  a  report  which  has  been 
just  published,  which  shows  that  the  council 
interfere  very  unnecessarily  with  the  workmen. 

Chairntan.\  Who  is  the  report  by? 

Sir  William  Marriott.^  By  the  manager  of  the 
works  department  of  the  county  council.  I  will 
read  the  passages,  and  then  ask  a  question.  It  is 
very  short. 

Witness.]  If  you  ask  me  questions  on  that  I 
shall  have  to  reply. 

Sir  William.  Marriott. 

989,  He  says  :  "  With  regard  to  the  works  we 
have  done,  Nos.  1,  2,  3,  6,  14,  18,  and  27,  they 
are  considerably  above  the  estimates  ?  ' — The 
estimates  of  what  ? 

990.  "  In  tbe  case  of  No.  1,  it  will  be  seen 
that  the  cost  is  2,817/.,  or  25  per  cent,  above  the 
estimate.  In  the  case  of  No.  2,  it  is  6,621/.,  or 
30J  per  cent,  above  the  correct  estimate."  Then 
he  gives  these  reasons  :  "  One  cause,  in  a  large 
measure  responsible  for  the  excess,  is  the  very 
heavy  bills  for  wages  which  in  No.  1  amount  to 
6,900/.,  and  in  No.  2  to  14,000/.,  or  about  15  per 
cent,  of  the  total  cost  of  each  case,  which  is  10 
per  cent,  more  than  it  should  be,  and  it  is  quite 
certain  that  in  these  two  cases  we  did  not  get  the 
amount  of  work  done  by  the  men  that  we  had  a 
right  to  expect."  Then  he  goes  on  to  say 
this  
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Chairman.']  Is  this  the  report  of  an  official 
of  the  county  council  ? 

Sir  William  Marriott.']  Yes,  of  their  manager  ; 
and  a  report  that  has  only  just  been  given  in,  and 
was  debated  on  last  Tuesday.  Then  he  goes  on 
further  to  say  that  the  tendency  of  the  workmen 
"  to  give  a  minimum  amount  of  work  for  a  maxi- 
mum amount  of  pay  has,  however,  been  princi- 
pally confined  to  the  skilled  workmen  ;  in 
connection  with  this  matter  I  am  afraid  the  visits 
of  individual  members  of  the  council  to  our 
works,  who  enter  into  conversation  with  the  men 
employed  there,  is  apt  to  be  misconstrued.  Some 
of  the  men  store  up  their  grievances,  real  and 
fancied,  until  councillors  go  on  to  the  works 
when  they  are  related,  and  often,  I  am  afraid,  in 
a  most  exaggerated  form.  Several  of  the  fore- 
men have  complained  to  me  of  the  bad  elTect  this 
has  on  the  men,  and  have  stated  that  their 
authority  over  them  is  very  much  diminished 
owing  to  the  misconstruction  the  men  place  on 
the  effect  which  the  relating  of  their  grievances 
to  these  gentlemen  will  have.  This  effect  is  a 
most  pernicious  one."  All  I  call  attention  to  that 
for  is  with  regard  to  the  observation  thrown  out 
as  to  whether  the  county  council  was  a  fit  body 
to  have  the  management  of  these  works. 

Chairman.]  Is  there  any  paragraph  in  your 
petition  or  other  petitions  which  would  raise 
this  point? 

Sir  William  Marriott.]  Only  in  this  respect  : 
that  the  county  council  are  not  a  fit  body. 

Chairman. 

991.  Then  let  Mr.  Harrison  give  his  explana- 
tion, and  we  vnll  trouble  about  it  no  further; 
(To  the  Witness.)  Will  you  give  your  explana- 
tion ?  —  Yes.  The  works  department  was 
established,  and  out  of  the  first  half-year's 
reports  the  profit  over  the  estimates  amounted 
to  30,000/.  That  was  the  first  return.  At  that 
time  the  council  had  no  proper  works  yard,  and 
they  established  between  that  first  half-year  and 
the  subsequent  half-year  new  works  and  factories 
at  the  other  side  of  the  water.  That  involved  a 
great  deal  of  shifting  of  timber  and  of  works, 
and  a  very  great  deal  of  expense,  and  the 
interest  was  of  course  charged,  together  with 
the  whole  of  the  initial  cost  of  the  establish- 
ment, so  that  one  year's  work,  on  making 
up  the  accounts  of  the  succeeding  half-year,  with 
all  that,  the  result  of  it  was  that,  taking  250,000/. 
of  works,  they  were  done  within  Ig  per  cent, 
of  the  total  estimated  expenditure.  A  certain 
section  in  the  council  objected,  that  upon 
particular  items  where  there  was  an  overcharge 
beyond  the  estimate,  that  those  overcharges 
showed  that  one  class  of  work  was  being  carried 
on  profitably.  An  attack  was  made  by  a  cer- 
tain section  in  the  council  on  the  Works 
Committee  with  regard  to  this  loss  of  1^  per 
cent.  The  result  of  it  was  that  the  architect 
made  a  report,  and,  with  the  exception  of  one  or 
two  items  on  which  there  had  been  a  loss,  on  all 
the  items  there  had  been  a  profit  within  1  j  per 
cent,  alter  charging  all  the  original  outlay, 
all  the  cost  of  the  new  work  of  the  entire 
establishment  to  that  one  year's  operations.  Mr. 
Holloway,  who  was  the  manager  of  the  works, 
was  called  upon  to  explain,  if  he  could,  with 
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regard  to  those  one  or  two  items,  what  the  causes 
were,  and  he  then,  in  allusion  to  those  two  items 
(I  forget  which  they  are  ;  if  you  will  give  me 
them  

Sir  William  Marriott. 

992.  The  page  I  read  from  was  page  13  and 
page  16  of  Mr.  Holloway's  report? — Can  you 
tell  me  which  item  it  covers  ? 

993.  1  referred  to  No.  1,  which  cost  2,817/., 
or  25  per  cent,  above  the  estimate,  and  No.  2, 
v'hich  was  31^  per  cent,  above  the  estimate; 
there  are  others  

Mr.  Freeman.]  I  do  not  want  to  interrupt,  but 
may  I  point  out  that  there  is  absolutely  nothing, 
as  far  as  1  can  see,  in  the  petition  of  the  company 
which  you  represent  raising  this  ? 

Sir  William  Marriott.]  We  are  all  here  for 
the  other  companies.  I  am  here  for  the  Chelsea 
Company  especially,  but  I  take  common  ground. 

Mr.  Freeman.]  But  so  far  as  I  can  see  there 
is  absolutely  nothing  in  the  petition  raising  this 
point.  Of  course,  if  the  Committee  consider  it 
relative,  I  do  not  desire  to  shut  out  anything  ; 
but  in  the  interests  of  time,  I  suggest  this  is  a 
new  matter  which  will  have  to  be  answered  at 
considerable  length,  and  I  draw  attention  to  the 
fact  that  there  is  nothing  in  your  petition  about 
this. 

Sir  William  Marriott.]  In  reply  to  that  I 
arranged  to  act  with  Mr.  Pember,  and  let  him 
ask  what  questions  he  liked  first,  and  I  would 
ask  anything  left  afterwards.  This  matter  was 
not  gone  into,  and  yet  the  Committee  especially 
called  our  attention  to  the  fact  whether  we 
thought  the  London  County  Council  a  fit  body 
to  possess  the  works.  Now  their  fitness  depends 
entirely  on  how  they  can  manage  it,  and  I  am 
only  showing  very  shortly  that  hitherto  they 
have  been  a  great  failru-e. 

Witness.]  No,  they  have  not. 

Chairman.]  I  think  it  would  be  quite  impos- 
sible for  us  to  go  into  a  general  review  of  the 
success  or  failure  of  the  work  of  the  county 
council.  That  would  be  quite  outside  the  scope 
of  this  inquiry,  and  in  point  of  fact  it  would  be 
quite  impossible  for  us  to  go  into  it.  Therefore, 
if  you  will  conclude  this  part  of  your  cross- 
examination  as  you  have  begun  it,  by  giving 
Mr.  Harrison  an  opportunity  of  answering  it, 
which  would  be  only  fair,  it  would  be  better, 
though  it  does  not  appear  to  arise  on  your  petition. 

Witness.]  If  I  may  be  permitted  to  continue, 
the  two  items  that  Mr.  Holloway's  report 
objected  to,  were  two  items  for  buildings.  One 
was  at  Yabsley-street,  Poplar,  the  estimate  for 
which  was  10,943/. ;  the  actual  cost  in  the  books, 
charging  all  establishment  charges,  including 
interest  and  everything,  being  13,7827.  ;  the 
other  item  was  West  View  Armitage  and 
CoUeston  Cottages,  the  estimate  for  which  was 
21,625/.,  and  worked  out  28,244/.  Those  were 
the  only  two  items.  On  the  other  hand.  No.  11, 
the  Fleet  Storm  Relief  Sewer,  estimated  at 
27,539/.,  was  executed  for  22,045/.,  and  the 
Haugersmith  Creek  extension  of  sewer,  estimated 
at  1,947/.,  was  executed  for  1,096/.  The  upshot 
of  it  all  was  that  the  260,000/.  of  work'was  exe- 
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cuted  within  1^  per  cent,  of  the  estimate,  quite 
apart  from  the  question  of  the  works.  In  addition 
to  that  the  Council  have  in  value  in  hand 
230,000/.  of  works,  and  although  it  is  not 
possible  to  state  anything  definitely,  the  manager, 
Mr.  HoUoway,  believes  on  the  whole  the  cost 
will  be  below  the  total  estimate.  T  am  sure  this 
half-year,  now  that  we  have  got  rid  of  the  initial 
charges,  will  result  in  a  very  large  saving.  So 
much  for  the  works. 

Sir  William  Marriott. 

994.  Do  you  think  it  is  a  good  thing  for  a 
political  body  to  have  such  an  amount  of 
patronage  as  tlie  acquiring  of  these  waterworks 
would  give  to  the  County  Council? — I  do  not 
know  that  the  County  Council  is  more  political 
than  any  other  municipal  body  in  the  kingdom. 

995.  Were  not  the  elections  carried  on  on 
strictly  political  lines  ? — By  one  side,  certainly. 

Chairman.]  We  will  not  go  further  into  this. 

Sir  William  Man'iott.]  I  will  not  carry  it 
further,  Sir. 

Witness.]  At  the  present  time  Birmingham  is 
constructing  its  own  waterworks  by  its  municipal 
officers  executing  its  tunnelling  and  bringing  its 
water  into  Birmingham,  and  controlling  a  great 
deal  of  municipal  works  and  workshops  estab- 
lished and  now  working  at  Birmingham  with  a 
Corporation  c  f  72  members.  In  the  City  of 
London,  close  by  us,  the  Commissioners  of 
Sewers,  who  are  the  local  authority  for  the 
whole  of  the  Corporation  of  the  City,  are  doing 
their  own  work,  making  their  own  carts,  making 
their  own  harness  and  shoeing  their  own  horses. 

CJiairman. 

996.  'I'hat  hardly  applies  to  the  question  of 
Sir  William  Marriott.  I  think  that  is  a  Httle 
aside  his  question,  is  it  not  ? — I  was  only  sug- 
gesting that  mimicipal  work  undertaken  by  a 
municipal  authority  (gas,  water,  and  so  onj,  is 
capable  of  being  done  and  is  being  done  by 
other  municipalities  throughout  the  kingdom. 

997.  But  the  question  Sir  William  Avas  asking 
was  with  reference  to  the  political  character  of 
the  elections,  which  you  have  answered. 

Sir  William  Marriott. 

998.  You  told  the  Committee  that  the  Council 
are  unanimous  in  supporting  this  Bill  ? — Yes. 

999.  As  a  matter  of  fact  recently,  was  not 
there  a  motion  brought  up  that  these  Bills  should 
not  be  proceeded  with  ;  no  doubt  the  majority 
were  not  in  favour  of  it,  but  there  was  not  a  very 
large  majority  without  the  aldermen  against  it, 
was  there? — There  was  amotion  brought  up  that 
they  should  not  

1000.  Proceed  with  these  Bills  ?— No,  that  was 
not  so  ;  that  it  should  be  referred  to  ascertain 
what  would  be  the  financial  effect  of  working 
out  the  Bill  on  the  purchase,  and  that  was 
objected  to  and  rejected  by  the  majority,  but 
there  has  been  no  objection  raised  in  the  Council 
to  the  progress  of  this  matter. 

1001.  Do  you  not  know  it  is  a  fact  that  nearly 
half  the  Coimcil,  those  who  are  either  called 
Moderates  or  Unionists,  are  for  the  control  of 
the  water  companies,  but  not  for  the  purchase  ;  is 
not  that  so  ? — No,  certainly  not ;  and  you  cannot 
refer  to  a  minute  of  that  sort. 
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1002.  I  will  not  lengthen  this  ? — Will  you 
refer  to  the  minutes  ;  we  speak  bj''  minutes  : 
read  the  minute. 

1003.  That  is  all  I  have  to  trouble  you  with. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Littler. 

1004.  I  want  to  ask  a  few  questions  for  the 
Kent  Water  Company,  and  shall  try  as  far  as 
possible  not  to  repeat  anything  that  has  gone 
before.  As  regards  the  Kent  Company,  the 
Kent  Company  is  in  the  position,  is  it  not,  that 
at  the  present  moment  it  is  paying  back  divi- 
dends ? — It  may  be  so  ;  I  do  not  know  the  position 
of  the  accounts  ;  I  will  not  speak  to  them. 

1005.  I  will  tell  you  then  that  it  has  been 
paying  a  larger  or  smaller  sum  by  way  of  back 
dividend  for  the  last  eleven  years,  beginning  with 
paying  a-half  per  cent.  ? — I  have  not  looked  into 
the  accoimts  personally,  and  I  have  no  knowledge 
at  all  about  them. 

1006.  But  I  am  informing  you  in  order  that  I 
may  put  a  question  upon  it.  The  condition  of 
things  I  put  to  you  is  that  the  Kent  Company 
has  paid  for  the  last  eleven  years  back  dividend, 
and  at  the  present  moment  is  paying  as  much  as 
2  per  cent,  back  dividend  ;  is  paying  12  per 
cent  in  point  of  fact,  2  per  cent  ot  back  dividend 
and  10  per  cent  in  respect  of  its  ordinary  yearly 
dividend  out  of  its  earnings.  You  will  agree 
with  me,  I  am  sure,  imder  those  circumstances, 
that  their  stock  fetches  more  in  the  market  than 
it  would  do  but  for  that  privilege.  Obviously  a 
stock  which  is  paying  12  per  cent,  fetches  more 
than  one  which  is  paying  10  per  cent.? — 
Obviously  ;  the  more  a  stock  earns,  the  higher 
the  price  would  be  in  the  market. 

1007.  Will  you  tell  me  why  I  am  to  have  my 
back  dividend  limited  to  six  years,  when  at  the 
present  moment  I  am  actually  paying  it.  It  is 
still  worse,  of  course,  if  there  is  no  back  dividend 
at  all  ? — My  ansAvers  have  had  reference  gene- 
rally to  the  companies,  and  I  have  explained  the 
reasons  why  I  think  that  that  is  a  fair  off^cr,  and 
I  do  not  apply  that  absolutely  to  every  company. 
I  do  not  know  sufficient  of  the  details  of  the 
particular  company  you  are  asking  me  about  to 
enable  me  to  do  so. 

1008.  T  do  not  mind  about  the  details  of  a 
particular  company,  but  it  happens  to  be  my 
company,  or  I  should  not  ask  the  question. 
Assume  a  company  is  at  the  present  moment  in 
a  position  to  pay  12  per  cent,  and  consequently 
its  shares  stand  higher  in  the  market,  why  are 
you  to  depreciate  the  present  actual  value  of 
those  shares  ?  I  have  done  nothing  wrong  you 
know.  Why  are  my  shares  to  be  depreciated  in 
value  ? — With  regard  to  limitation  ot  back  divi- 
dends, I  think  that  as  your  charges  Avere  altered  in 
1864  by  your  Act,  and  were  made  at  a  standard 
far  higher  than  those  of  1852,  and  as  you  haA^e 
absolved  yourself  from  exercising  the  powers  of 
competition  in  other  districts,  that  this  question 
of  charges  ought  to  be  investigated  by  the 
arbitrator,  and  so  far  as  it  may  attect  back  divi- 
dends, it  ought  to  affect  back  dividends. 

1009.  But  my  powers  of  charging  are  one 
thing,  and  my  poAvers  as  to  back  dividends  are 
another.  I  will  deal  with  both,  but  I  am  dealing 
with  back  dividends  at  present.    At  the  present 
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moment  I  am  putting  into  my  pocket  of  right 
one-fifth  more  than  the  maximum  limits  by  my 
Act  under  the  powers  conferred  on  me  bv 
existing  legislation.  I  am  paving  a  fifth  more 
than  I  have  a  right  to  do  under  one  portion  of 
my  powers,  and  in  consequence  of  that  share- 
holder A  bought  yesterday  in  the  market  for 
20  per  cent,  more  than  .otherwise  he  would  have 
given  for  the  stock,  and  he  is  perfectly  content 
with  his  bargain.  Now  why  is  he  to  be  deprived 
of  it? — I  think  broadly  that  with  regard  to  this 
and  all  the  companies,  they  ought  to  stand  in  the 
same  position,  and  I  think  they  ought  not  to  be 
allowed  to  go  back  for  back  dividend. 

1010.  Forgive  me,  that  is  existing  legislation 
which  every  company  in  the  kingdom  has  got ; 
every  company  whicli  incorporates  tiie  Water- 
works Clauses  Act  of  1847  has  that  right.  Why 
is  it  to  be  altered  in  this  particular  case,  not  by  a 
general  Act,  but  in  your  favour  ?— I  say,  because 
I  think  the  time  has  come  when  it  ought  not  to 
be  allowed  to  extend  to  back  dividends  more  than 
six  years.  This  question  of  back  dividends  was 
very  much  discussed  in  Sir  William  Harcourt's 
Committee,  and  I  do  not  think  it  ought  to  be 
recognised  for  a  longer  period  than  six  years. 

1011.  That  is  opinion,  but  will  you  give  me  a 
reason  why,  when  I  have  paid  solid  money  in 
consideration  of  the  fact  that  I  am  entitled  to 
12  per  cent,  instead  of  10  per  cent.,  I  am  to  be 
deprived  of  it ;  not  merely  a  matter  of  opinion, 
but  give  me  a  reason  ? — I  can  only  base  that 
opinion  on  general  broad  public  policy,  which  [ 
think  ought  to  be  applied  in  this  case,  and  in  all 
others. 

1012.  Then  why  not  bring  in  a  general  Act, 
which  would  confiscate  everybody's  property  all 
round  ? — I  do  not  call  it  confiscation 

1013.  Because  you  want  to  buy  my  particular 
property,  why  am  I  to  be  treated  worse  than  any 
other  human  being  in  the  kingdom  who  holds 
water  stock  ?— I  think,  inasmuch  as  the  abstract 
right  is  to  go  back  to  the  formation  of  the  Com- 
pany, which  1  think  was  in  1808,  you  might  as 
well  say  you  ought  to  be  entitled  to  go  for 
back  dividend  to  1808  ;  it  must  be  stopped 
somewhere. 

1014.  May  I  suggest  to  you  that  all  water 
undertakings  in  their  beginning  and  ibr  many 
years  after  were  notoriously  unremunerative  ? — 
That  may  be  ;  if  you  stnte  that,  1  have  no  know- 
ledge of  it. 

1015.  And  is  it  not  the  fact  that  the  Legis- 
lature expressly  regarded  that  fact  in  giving  the 
power  to  the  owner  Avho  chooses  to  hold  it  to 
recoup  himself  to  a  certain  extent  by  back 
dividend  ? — Yes,  undoubtedly,  if  that  clause  is 
incorporated  in  your  Acts,  and  if  the  whole  of 
that  Act  had  been  incorporated  in  the  Act,  there 
might  have  been  different  considerations,  but 
you  have  exempted  yourselves  from  a  very  essen- 
tial part  of  that  Act  of  1847,  whilst  retaining 
the  dividend  clause. 

1016.  May  I  suggest  that  is  the  case  in  every 
instance,  both  as  to  railways  and  all  other  com- 
panies ? — No,  that  is  not  so.  In  the  very  in- 
stance we  have  before  us  Lambeth  incorporates 
the  whole  of  the  Act  of  1847. 

1017.  I  know  it  did  ? — And  it  is  the  one  com- 
pany that  is  subject  to  it  ? 
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1018.  And  Parliament  allowed  us  to  incor- 
porate only  a  portion  of  it.  Lambeth  has  got 
hack  dividends,  let  me  remind  you  ;  every  one 
of  them  except  the  New  River,  which  does  not 
want  it  because  it  is  not  limited  ? — The  New 
River  has  a  clause  

1019.  One  moment.  Every  one  of  the  com- 
panies which  is  limited  by  Parliament  as  to  its 
dividend  has  had  from  Parliament  the  privilege 
of  paying  back  dividend ;  why  is  that  to  be 
taken  from  them  now  ? — Because  it  was  incor- 
porated under  an  Act  of  1847,  which  would  give 
power,  as  far  as  power  to  pay  back  dividends 
Avas  concerned,  to  the  original  institution  of  the 
company.  If  you  consider  that  some  of  these 
companies  (the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall,  for 
instance)  began  to  draw  under  their  Act  water 
from  London  Bridge,  you  might  as  well  say  that 
you  have  got  a  legal  right  to  go  to  back  dividends 
into  the  16th  and  17th  centuries. 

1020.  Let  me  point  out  that  the  more  you  put 
it  back  the  worse  for  you  ? — No  ;  I  say  it  ought 
to  be  reconsidered. 

1021.  Every  transaction  that  has  taken  place 
in  this  stock  must  have  taken  place  with  the 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  seller  and  buyer 
that  there  was  a  prospective  value  attached  to  it, 
namely,  the  time  when  back  dividend  would  be 
payable  ;  is  not  that  obvious  ? — No. 

1022.  Surely?— No. 

1023.  You  have  had  a  great  deal  of  experience 
in  these  things ;  do  you  not  know  that  it  is  a 
common  enough  thing  to  see  in  announcements 
of  sales  by  auction  of  water  stock,  "  This  stock 
is  entitled  to  receive  back  dividends"? — I  do 
not  recollect. 

1024.  Do  you  not  remember  ever  seeing  that  ? 
— No,  never. 

1025.  I  thought  your  experience  of  those 
things  was  more  than  one's  own,  but  I  suggest 
to  you  it  Is  common  enough  ? — I  do  not  recollect 
a  single  instance. 

1026.  I  think  if  you  look  you  will  find  it  is 
mentioned.  At  the  present  moment,  is  not  my 
Kent  stock  worth  more,  apart  from  your  Bill, 
by  reason  of  the  fact  that  1  am  getting  the  back 
dividend  paid  ? — I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt. 

1027.  If  you  pass  this  Bill,  will  not  this  stock 
to-morrow  be  worth  less? — Yes,  but  on  the  same 
ground  and  on  the  same  argument  that  Parlia- 
ment in  1852  and  1853  entirely  altered  charges, 
say  from  7  per  cent,  to  5  per  cent,  and  to  4  per 
cent.,  because  they  considered  a  new  set  of  con- 
ditions had  arisen  ;  so  in  the  same  way  do  I  say 
that  the  time  has  now  arrived  for  re-casting  the 
consideration  of  this  question  of  back  dividends. 

1028.  You  have  said  that  before,  but  when 
Parliament  did  that  it  left  me  with  my  property  ? 
— No,  it  did  not ;  it  took  away  3  per  cent. 

1029.  You  propose  to  take  from  me  my  pro- 
perty ? — Take  your  own  case. 

1030.  A.nd  when  you  take  from  me  my  pro- 
perty, you  are  going  to  tell  the  arbitrator  that 
one  element  of  value  shall  not  be  taken  into 
account  by  him? — No.  I  tell  him  that  one 
element  of  that  should  not,  because  I  say  to 
Parliament  in  the  same  way  as  It  revises  the 
charges,  so  I  say  that  on  this  point  of  back  divi- 
dend, now  Is  the  opportunity  of  revising  the 
legislation  with  regard  to  It. 

1031.  But 
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1031.  But  for  your  special  instruction,  do  you 
think  that  the  arbitrator  would  probably  give 
something  for  back  dividend? — It  is  clear  that 
but  for  the  instruction  the  arbitrator  could,  if  he 
thought  fit,  do  so. 

1032.  But  he  is  not  boimd  to  give  it  if  you 
give  no  instruction  ? — No,  not  bound.  I  mean 
to  say  there  is  nothing  binding  on  the  arbitrator 
as  to  how  he  shall  arrive  at  his  value. 

1033.  But  you  say  he  shall  not  give  it?  — 
Here,  yes. 

1034.  All  that  we  say  is,  that  if  we  are  to  be 
bought,  which  we  object  to,  let  us  both  present 
our  arguments  before  the  arbitrator,  and  let  him 
say  on  the  one  hand  if  we  make  the  claim,  whether 
it  is  an  unreasonable  claim.  Why  in  the  world 
is  not  the  arbitrator  to  have  an  open  mind  ? — I 
can  only  discuss  this  point  on  general  principles, 
and  what  I  say  is  that  in  1808  the  Kent  Com- 
pany had  no  power  to  make  any  charge  at  all. 
It  was  a  voluntary  supply,  and  the  charges  were 
such  as  made  by  agreement.  In  1864,  for  the 
first  time,  that  power  was  converted  into  a  power 
to  charge  at  7  per  cent,  on  the  annual  rateable 
value. 

1035.  Now,  if  no  purchase  is  made,  the  result 
of  it  is  that  the  companies  would  continue  as 
they  are,  but  it  is  obvious  that  they  must  sooner 
or  later  be  regulated,  and  there  would  be  some 
application  either  on  their  part,  or  by  a  public 
authority  coming  to  Parliament,  for  a  regulation, 
and  for  a  revision  of  those  matters.  That  being 
so,  there  would  be  on  that  occasion  a  re-opening 
not  only  of  the  charge  of  7  per  cent.,  but  there 
would  be  the  question  as  to  whether  the  incor- 
poration of  that  section  of  the  Act  of  1847  should 
be  continued  to  throw  back  the  dividend  ad 
infinitum,  having  rega^rd  to  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  and  the  findings  of  Sir  William 
Harcourt's  Committee  on  this  subject  of  back 
dividends. 

1036.  And  you  think  that  is  an  absolutely 
valid  and  conchisive  argument  ? — I  think  that  is 
a  good  argument. 

1037.  Then  why  not  say  as  to  the  arbitrator? 
— Because  an  arbitrator  would  not  have  power, 
without  he  is  enabled  to  do  so  by  the  provisions 
of  this  Bill,  to  enter  into  any  such  question.  It 
is  quite  clear  that  when  you  give  him  that  power 
an  ordinary  arbitration  of  purchase  would  be  a 
purchase  under  the  existing  statute.  I  say  that 
under  an  ordinary  arbitration  (and  no  one  knows 
it  better  than  yourself)  an  arbitrator  would  not 
be  able  to  treat  any  single  Act  as  being  anything 
else  than  the  Acts  binding  him  in  assessing  or 
valuing  out  the  water  rental. 

1038.  As  you  have  appealed  to  me,  I  will  put 
it  to  you  :  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  the  arbitrator's 
business  witho^lt  any  instructions  whatever  is  to 
hear  everything  that  can  be  said  in  favour  of 
enhanced  value  and  everything  that  can  be  said 
in  depreciation  of  the  value? — Depreciation 
arising  from  the  facts,  but  not  depreciation 
arising  from  any  alteration  of  any  one  of  the 
existing  public  or  private  statutes. 

1039.  But  what  he  has  to  do  is  to  ascertain  as 
best  he  can  what  is  the  value,  not  to  the 
purchaser,  but  to  the  seller,  and  I  possess  to-day 
a  right  which  you  admit  yourself  is  valuable. 
You  want  to  buy,  but  if  you  did  not  want  to 
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buy,  you  would  never  ask  for  this  power,  would 
you?  —  No,  pf  course  you  must  take  it  that  we 
ask  to  purchase  ;  we  are  promoting  the  Bill. 

1040.  But  if  you  did  not  want  to  buy,  you 
would  never  ask  for  this  power,  would  you  ? — 
No. 

1041.  Then  why  if  you  are  going  to  buy  from 
me  should  you  deprive  me  of  an  existing  I'ight, 
before  you  begin  to  buy  from  me  ? — Because  I 
say  the  whole  question  is  before  Parliament,  and 
that  is  now  the  proper  time  for  giving  a  direction 
on  that  very  matter,  it  is  put  in  issue,  and  it  is 
tendered  as  if  a  separate  Bill  were  introduced  to 
deal  with  this  question  of  back  dividend.  That 
is  really  the  footing  it  stands  on,  and  whatever 
arguments  may  be  introduced  in  favour  of  that 
substantive  Bill  on  that  point  are  equally  applic- 
able to  this  particular  proviso. 

1042.  You  appeal  to  my  experience  ;  I  will 
appeal  to  yours ;  did  you  ever  in  your  life  know 
of  Parliament  depreciating  the  value  of  a  man's 
property,  when  they  were  compelling  him  to  sell 
it  ? — I  do  not  consider  this  is,  you  know. 

1043.  I  do  not  want  what  you  consider? — I  do 
not  accept  your  proposition, 

1044.  Can  you  give  me  any  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment which  has  ever  been  passed  in  which 
Parliament  has  depreciated  a  man's  property, 
and  by  the  same  Act  ordered  him  to  sell  it  ? — 
That  is  a  broad  proposition,  and  I  cannot 
accept  it. 

1045.  No.  I  want  to  go  to  particulars? — I 
have  never  examined,  I  am  not  a  Parliamentary 
agent,  and  I  do  not  know  of  any  precedents 
affecting  what  I  call  such  an  absurd  proposition, 
because  if  that  proposition  wex'e  accurate  it  would 
mean  that  Parliament  at  no  time  can  make  any 
alteration  in  the  law. 

1046.  I  know  pretty  well  how  much  you  do 
know,  having  had  the  pleasure  of  knowing  you 
for  thirty  years.  You  have  had  great  experience 
in  the  transaction  of  compensation  cases  ;  you 
have  had  great  experience  in  conducting  Bills  in 
Parliament ;  and  you  have  had  great  experience 
in  other  ways  in  the  profession  ;  and  I  ask  you, 
can  you  give  me  one  single  instance  in  the  whole 
30  years  that  you  and  I  have  been  together  in 
the  profession  in  which  such  a  thing  has  ever 
been  done  by  anybody  ? — You  attribute  to  me  a 
great  deal  more  knowledge  than  I  possess. 

1047.  I  want  to  ascertain  either  your  know- 
ledge or  your  want  of  knowledge,  because  I  assure 
you,  if  you  do  not  knoW;,  I  do  not  believe  any- 
body else  does  ?--I  am  not  a  Parliamentary 
agent. 

1048.  But  you  have  frequently  discussed  this 
with  your  agent,  have  you  not  ? — Yes. 

1049.  And  you  have  looked  for  precedents, 
have  you  not? — Precedents  for  what? 

1050.  Precedents  for  what  you  are  doing  now  ? 
Exactly,  and  we  have  the  precedent. 

1051.  You  have  looked  up  precedents? — Yes. 

1052.  Assisted  by  that  very  able  agent  you 
possess  ? — Yes,  and  we  consider  we  have  a 
precedent  in  the  gas  case, 

1053.  If  you  come  to  the  gas  case,  I  will  deal 
with  that.  That  is  the  only  one  ^-ou  can  find  ? — 
We  think  not  only  that  a  precedent,  but  we 
consider  that  all  the  alterations  that  have  been 
made  by  Parliament  in  these  water  companies' 
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powers,  rights,  obligations,  and  charges  are  all  of 
them  illustrative  that  Parliament  has  got  the 
power,  and  does,  in  fact,  deal  with  and  alter  rights. 
It  has  altered  the  intake  from  London  Bridge  up 
higher,  and  so  forth  ;  it  has  altered  their  charges, 
and  there  is  not  a  single  one  of  the  obligations  or 
duties  or  powers  tliat  has  not  been  constantly 
revised  in  the  history  of  these  water  companies 
by  Parliament. 

1054.  I  think  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Bidder, 
probably  disposed  of  the  gas  question  yesterday, 
but  I  must  ask  you  one  or  two  questions  about 
it.  First  of  all,  iu  the  gas  case,  the  company 
was  going  to  continue  to  exist,  was  it  not? — 
What  1  wish  you  to  

1055.  Please  answer  the  question  ? — I  am 
going  to  answer  it  if  you  will  allow  me. 

1056.  The  company  was  going  to  continue  to 
exist,  was  it  not  ? — 1  say  this,  that  I  have  not  studied 
the  details  of  that  proposition.  I  only  act  upon  the 
advice  of  the  Parliamentary  agent,  and  I  leave 
it  to  others  to  state  what  are  the  circumstances. 

1057.  But  you  have  quoted  it  to  me,*  and  I 
would  rather  have  your  experience  than  that  of 
50  agents? — I  have  unly  quoted  it  to  you  as  the 
advice  given  to  us. 

1058.  First  of  all,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  which 
you  do  know,  that  company  continued  to  exist, 
did  it  not ;  the  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Company 
exists  to-day,  you  know  ? — Yes. 

1059.  And  so  did  the  others  ?— Well  ? 

1060.  In  addition  to  that  they  wanted  new 
powers  ? — I  do  not  know  ;  I  tell  you  I  do  not 
know  the  details. 

1061.  If  you  do  not  know  anything  about  it, 
it  is  no  use  my  asking.  Then  the  only  precedent 
you  can  quote  is  one  you  do  not  know  anything 
about  ? — I  do  not  quote  it  as  a  precedent ; 
I  simply  say  that  is  the  advice  given  us  by  our 
Parliamentary  agent,  and  I  think  the  precedent 
exists  in  my  opinion  with  regard  to  the  changes 
in  other  respects  which  have  been  made  by 
Parliament. 

1062.  I  am  going  to  put  one  or  two  things  to 
you  which  I  shall  refer  to  when  I  speak.  In 
point  of  fact,  what  you  propose  to  do  is  to  repeal 
by  Act  of  Parliament  an  existing  statutory  right 
at  your  instance,  you  being  a  buyer  for  your  own 
advantage? — That  may  be  your  allegation. 

1063.  That  is  true,  is  it  not?— I  do  not  think 
it  is. 

1064.  Do  you  not  ? — No,  we  are  putting  for- 
ward this  provision  because  we  think  it  is  the 
proper  time  for  such  a  matter  to  be  dealt  with 
by  Parliament. 

1065.  Do  you  agree  to  this,  that  it  will  create 
a  precedent  which,  if  once  permitted,  would  tend 
to  destroy  public  confidence  in  the  equity  of 
arbitration,  the  stability  of  statutory  contracts, 
and  the  good  faith  of  Parliamentary  Committees  ? 
No,  1  do  not. 

1066.  You  know,  do  you  not,  that  the  deben- 
ture stock  of  the  water  companies  is  a  stock  in 
which  trustees  are  authorised  by  Parliament  to 
invest  ? — Yes. 

1067.  Mow,  I  am  going  to  ask  you  this  : 
Whoever  may  be  responsible  tor  the  drafting  of 
the  Bills,  and  whatever  general  qualifications 
they  may  have,  it  is  perfectly  certain  that  any- 
one Avho  examines  them,  and  who  possesses  any 
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financial  knowledge  must  arrive  at  the  conclu- 
sion that  they  have  been  prepared  by  people 
whose  knowledge  of  business,  of  property,  and  of 
finance,  has  yet  to  be  acquired ;  do  you  agree 
vvith  that  ?— No. 

1068.  I  am  not  going  to  use  this  as  my  own 
language  ? — I  know  what  you  are  referring  to. 
I  know  Mr.  Burdett ;  I  have  corresponded  a 
good  deal  with  him,  and  I  know  that  Mr.  Burdett's 
article  is  written  on  the  side  of  the  water  com- 
panies, and  I  do  not  agree  with  his  conclusions. 

1069.  Now  I  want  to  ask  you  this.  Do  you 
know  what  my  stock  is  worth  iu  the  market 
to-day  ? — ^No,  I  do  not,  indeed. 

1070.  I  put  it  to  you  as  being  worth  about 
310Z.  ? — I  have  no  knowledge  at  all. 

1071.  Now  I  want  to  ask  you  another  thing, 
because  I  gathered  from  a  part  of  your  evidence 
which  I  read,  but  did  not  hear,  that  your  view  is 
that  the  present  market  value  of  these  stocks  is 
much  too  high?  — I  have  not  discussed  that  ques- 
tion at  all. 

1072.  I  thought  from  something  you  said  that 
that  was  your  view  ;  is  it,  or  is  it  not  ? — I  do  not 
know ;  I  have  not  any  information  on  the 
subject. 

1073.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  every  one  of  these 
qualifications  and  limitations  you  are  going  to 
put  on  the  arbitrator  would  tend  to  depreciate 
the  value  of  the  stock? — I  cannot  tell,  but  I 
should  think  it  is  possible  if  

1074.  I  should  think  so  too,  very  possible  ? — 
One  moment,  if  you  will  allow  me  to  finish.  If 
these  directions  or  enabling  powers  to  the 
arbitrator  or  to  the  tribunal  were  given  to  take 
them  into  consideration,  they  would  be  fair  and 
equitable,  and  in  consequence  might  affect  the 
market  prices. 

1075.  Is  it  not  the  whole  object  of  every  one 
of  these  clauses  to  prevent  the  arbitrator  taking 
into  consideration  the  circumstances  which,  but 
for  them,  he  would  be  entitled,  though  not  bound, 
to  take  into  consideration  ?  —  No,  it  is  quite 
the  reverse,  it  is  to  give  the  arbitrator  an  en- 
abling power  with  the  exception  of  the  proviso  ; 
I  am  not  speaking  of  provisos. 

1076.  No,  it  is  not  that  he  "  may."  If  you  look 
at  your  Clause  6,  line  34,  it  is,  "  In  determining 
the  fair  and  reasonable  value  of  the  undertaking 
the  arbitrators  shall  amongst  other  matters  have 
regard  "  ? — Yes,  he  is  only  to  have  regai-d.  It  is 
only  "  shall  have  regard,"  "  is  to  have  I'egard  " 
will  be  the  same  thing.  It  is  not  "  shall  "  act  on 
those  rules.  He  is  only  to  have  regard  to  them, 
that  is  to  say,  that  they  are  to  be  matters  which 
are  capable  of  being  given  in  evidence  which  he 
can  legally  admit  and  legally  decide  upon. 

1077.  Then  did  you  ever  in  your  life  know  of 
an  arbitration  where  special  directions  were  given 
to  the  arbitrator  where  he  did  not  feel  himself 
bound  to  pay  attention  to  them  ? — Oh  dear, 
yes. 

1078.  Indeed  ?  -  Yes,  I  have. 

1079.  Will  you  give  me  an  instance  in  which 
you  liave  found  that  ? — I  can  give  you  an  in- 
stance in  a  case  which  I  prepared  myself,  a  very 
old  Bill  in  which  you  were,  the  Chatham  and 
Dover  reference.  There,  there  was  a  great  com- 
plication.    The   Jaw   being  only   the  law  of 
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mortgagees  alid  not  applicable  to  railways,  we 
established  an  arbitration  tribunal  and  ws  gave 
the  most  aniple  powers,  if  I  may  say. 

1080.  Now,  Mr.  Harrison  ? — One  moment. 
We  loaded  ihem  with  powers  and  loaded  them 
with  directions  that  they  might  take  into  con- 
sideration this  fact,  til  at  fact,  or  the  other  fact. 
The  arbitrators  were  Lord  Salisbury  and 
Mr.  Swarbrick. 

1081.  That  was  a  case  of  the  Chatham  and 
Dover  Company,  where  the  things  had  got  into 
such  a  tangle  that,  as  you  told  the  Committee, 
there  were  dozens  of  law  suits,  32  different  inter- 
changeable powers,  a  number  of  whicli  were 
alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently  obtained,  and 
the  thing  was  in  such  a  mess  that  it  would  never 
have  got  out  of  the  Law  Courts  even  by  now, 
was  not  that  so? — That  was  the  state  of  things. 
You  were  asking  about  a  precedent  for  tlie  form 
of  reference. 

1082.  I  am  going  to  test  your  precedent. 
Was  it  not  the  fact  that  there  Lord  Cairns  was 
given  extraordinary  powers  to  do  what  he 
pleased  ? — The  arbitrators  were  given  extra- 
ordinary powers. 

1083.  To  do  what  they  pleased  ? — To  do  what 
they  pleased. 

1084.  And  what  1  complain  of  here  is  that 
you  do  not  let  him  do  as  he  pleases,  but  you 
define  what  he  shall  not  do  ? — No. 

1085.  I  will  not  argue  it  with  you  because  the 
Committee  will  judge  for  themselves  ? — Then  in 
insurance  cases,  the  European  and  other  cases  of 
arbitration,  there  were  equally  directions  to 
allow  the  arbitrator  to  take  into  consideration  all 
the  circumstances,  but  those  are  not  directions 
to  him  any  more  than  these  are  directions.  I 
refer  to  the  cases  of  the  Family  Endowment  and 
European  Companies. 

1086.  Is  anyone  of  these  provisions  which  you 
put  in  the  interests  of  the  water  companies  ? — Of 
course  I  cannot  say  they  are. 

1087.  There  is  not  one  that  is  pvit  in  in  the 
interests  of  the  water  companies  ?^ — ^No  ;  the 
water  companies  will  bring  forward  their  case. 

1088.  I  daresay.  Is  there  not  one  of  them 
that  was  not  put  in  Avith  the  very  object  of  im- 
proving the  position  of  the  County  Council  ? — 
Of  making  the  purchase  on  fair  and  equitable 
terms. 

1089.  That  will  not  do,  you  know.  Is  there 
one  of  them  tlmt  was  not  put  in  in  the  interests 
of  the  County  Council  in  order  to  take  care  that 
the  price  was  depreciated  ?-  No.  it  was  not  pul 
in  for  the  purposes  of  depreciation. 

1090.  Then  what  were  they  put  in  for  ? — They 
were  not  put  in  for  the  purpose  of  depreciating 
the  price,  because  that  would  be  a  direction. 

1091.  And  this  is? — -No,  this  is  not;  this  is 
nothin<:  more  than  enabling  the  arbitrator  and 
tribunal  to  go  into  those  classes  of  questions 
which  are  mentioned  in  the  condition,  quite  a 
different  thing.  The  arbitrator  may  reject  theui 
or  not,  it  will  depend  upon  proof.  They  may, 
none  of  ihem,  or  they  may  all  of  them  fail.  The 
insertion  of  those  words  does  not  necessarily  lead 
to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  put  in  for  the  pur- 
poses of  depreciation,  it  is  me\'ely  to  give  him 
jurisdiction. 

1092.  There  is  not  one  of  them  that  my  com- 
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pany,  the  Kput  Company,  for  which  I  am  now 
speaking  ? — That,  Bill  is  not  before  the  Com- 
mittee, and  therefore  I  am  not  able  to  discuss  it. 

1093.  There  is  not  one  of  these  we  want  to 
have  in  ? — I  say  I  am  not  now  discussing  it. 
The  Bill  has  not  been  opened  with  regard  to  the 
Kent  Company  ;  the  circumstances  of  that  would 
have  to  be  investigated,  and  are  totally  different 
to  other  companies. 

1094.  I  cannot  help  its  not  being  opened  ;  the 
Kent  Company  is  here  to  oppose? — We  are  on 
the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Bills. 

1095.  There  is  not  one  of  those  provisions  we 
want.  Are  you  willing  to  strike  them  out  ? — 
No.  When  we  come  to  the  Kent  Company's 
case  I  will  discuss  that  point. 

1096.  I  ask  you  now,  are  you  willing  to  strike 
those  out  ? — That  company  is  not  here,  and  I  am 
not  able  to  discuss  it.  When  we  come  to  the 
Kent  Bill,  I  will  discuss  those  points. 

1097.  The  same  provisions  are  in  the  Kent 
Bill.  Of  course  I  am  only  asking  the  question 
for  the  Kent  Company,  because  I  have  no  right 
to  bind  other  companies  ;  but  I  ask  you,  are  you 
willing  to  strike  out  any  one  of  those  ? — No. 

1098.  Is  not  the  reason  that  you  will  -not 
strike  them  out,  because  if  you  did  strike  them 
out  you  would  run  the  risk  of  having  to  pay 
more  ? — No. 

1099.  Is  it  not  ?  Then  why  do  you  Avant  them 
in  ? — Because  I  think  they  ought  to  be  in  for 
the  reasons  that  I  have  mentioned. 

1100.  I  think  after  that  I  will  not  say  any 
more  ?  —  It  is  useless  to  repeat  them. 

1101.  I  had  some  matters  of  detail  to  deal 
with,  but  I  will  leave  them  after  that. 

Chuij'man. 

1101a.  Who  was  the  other  arbitrator  besides 
Lord  Salisbury  you  mentioned? — Mr.  Swar- 
brick, the  then  manager  of  the  Great  Eastern 
Company. 

1102.  How  did  Lord  Cairns  come  into  the 
matter?  You  said,  I  think,  that  he  bad  an 
absolute  authority ? — [drafted  the  Bill  myself, 
and  I  know  exactly  the  provisions  by  heart. 

1103.  But  1  think  you  nssented  to  the  proposi- 
tion stated  by  Mr.  Littler  that  Lord  Cairns  was 
left  absolute  discretion  to  do  us  he  pleased.  I 
want  to  know  how  that  was? — In  this  way: 
I  forget  whether  Lord  Cairns  was  in  the  Chat- 
ham and  Dover  or  the  European  arbitration. 
The  European  was  an  arbitration  of  a  lite  in- 
surance company  that  failed.  There  vi^as  a  com- 
plication with  a  great  number  of  intermediate 
companies,  the  Family  Endowment  Company 
and  so  forth.  On  that  occasion  Lord  Westbury 
was  the  first  arbitrator  ;  that  following  the  Chat- 
ham and  Dover  Arbitration,  and  I  think  Lord 
Cairns  followed  Lord  Westbury  at  his  death. 
Lord  Caii'ns  then  became  a  member  of  the 
Government,  I  think,  and  Lord  Romilly,  the  late 
Muster  of  the  Rolls,  followed.  In  the  Chatham 
and  Dover  case  the  Refei-ence  was  framed  on 
the  lines  of  leaving  out  of  consideration  all  the 
powers  of  the  Courts,  and  also  delegating  to  that 
reference  all  such  powers  as  Parliament  would 
have  to  alter  any  rights. 

I  2  1104.  It 
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1104.  It  was  as  wide  a  reference  as  possible? 
— Yes,  enormously  wide. 

1105.  I  presume  that  you  contemplate,  if  such 
a  Bill  as  this  were  to  pass  into  law,  that  the 
arbitrators  who  would  be  chosen  for  the  pur- 
pose would  be  persons  of  no  less  stamp  of  ability 
and  learning  and  capacity  for  inquiring  into  such 
great  affairs  ? — Yes,  not  less  than  any  gentleman 
occupying  the  same  position,  if  we  could  secure 
him.  May  I  say  that  in  the  Chatham  and  Dover 
case,  and  in  European  ai'bitrations  which  in- 
volved about  23  life  insurance  companies,  there 
was  a  provision  that  the  arbitrators  might  act 
upon  any  evidence  that  they  thought  fit,  and 
that  they  were  not  to  be  bound  by  any  procedure 
of  the  Courts  at  all.  It  was  simply  an  absolute 
reference.  In  this  Bill  there  is  no  proposal  to 
alter  the  ordinary  law  of  evidence,  except  so  far 
as  this  clause  may  enable  an  arbitrator  to  take 
these  thinas  into  consideration. 

1106.  What  suggested  the  question  to  me  was 
this  :  I  suppose  one  would  say  naturally  that  the 
wider  the  reference  the  greater  Avould  be  the  de- 
sirability of  having  men  of  the  highest  ability  to 
deal  with  it? — Certainly. 

1107.  And  conversely,  the  greater  the 
eminence  and  qualifications  of  those  persons, 
the  more  fairly  might  a  wide  discretion  be  left  to 
them  ?— Quite  so.  This  Bill  contemplates  the 
appointment  by  the  water  companies,  say  of  Sir 
Frederick  Bramwell,  or  any  other  eminent 
engineer,  the  nomination  by  the  Council  of 
another  eminent  engineer  or  expert,  and  then 
they  would  have  to  agree  ujjon  an  umpire  who 
might  be  an  umpire  of  a  standard  and  class 
occupying  the  same  position  as  those  whom  we 
have  already  mentioned. 

1108.  I  think  you  have  described  this  as  the 
biggest  undertaking  of  the  class  that  has  ever 
been  promoted?  — It  is  very  large. 

1109.  And  naturally  you  would  get  men  of  as 
great  eminence  as  you  possibly  could  ? — Yes. 
The  Chatham  and  Dover,  capital  and  everything, 
I  think,  represented  a  number  of  millions,  and 
in  the  case  of  the  insurance  companies  the 
nominal  capital  in  the  aggregate  was  something 
like  30,000,000/. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  J,  D.  FitzGerald. 

n  10.  I  desire  only  to  ask  you  a  few  questions 
for  the  Wandsworth  Board  of  Works.  The  first 
question  I  want  to  ask  you  is  this  :  Has  the  de- 
sirability of  constituting  a  special  water  authority 
for  London  been  ever  considered  by  the  County 
Council?— Y^es.  I  think  in  1891  the  Water  Com- 
mittee discussed  that  question,  and  reported  to 
the  Council  upon  it. 

nil.  Did  the  Committee  report  to  the 
Council  upon  it  ? — I  think  so. 

1112.  If  so,  can  you  give  me  a  reference  to 
their  report?— I  have  no  doubt  counsel  will  fur- 
nish you  with  that.  I  think  in  1891  that  ques- 
tion was  discussed. 

1113.  What  was  the  objection  there  raised  to 
a  specially  constituted  body? — Any  specially- 
constituted  body  would  be  non-representative, 
and  that  of  itself  formed  a  very  fundamental 
objection. 

1114.  Why  do  you  say  that  a  specially  con- 
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stituted  body  would  be  non-representative  ? — It 
would  not  be  elected  by  the  ratepayers. 

1115.  That  must  depend  entirely  upon  how  it 
is  constituted,  must  it  not  ?  For  instance,  the 
Bill  that  was  submitted  to  Sir  Matthew  White 
Kidley's  committee  did  propose  to  constitute  a 
body  by  direct  election,  did  it  not  ? — Yes,  and 
that  was  rejected. 

1116.  I  quite  agree.  There  is  another  method 
of  constituting  a  body,  namely,  by  representa- 
tives from  all  the  local  authorities  within  the 
area,  is  there  not?  That  would  be  a  repre- 
sentative body  also,  would  it  not  ? — It  would  be 
impossible  either  to  have  a  representation  of  the 
metropolis  or  the  County  of  London,  which  is 
represented  by  the  Council,  were  you  to  have 
that  council  superimposed  upon  it  local  authori- 
ties from  outside  the  county.  Their  interests  are 
not  identical.  Either  you  give  the  representation 
in  sufficient  numbers  to  make  their  voice  effective, 
or  else  it  is  valueless. 

1117.  But  I  take  it  that  the  interests  of  every 
local  body  within  the  area  of  water  supply  has 
an  interest  in  seeing  that  water  is  supplied  effi- 
ciently within  its  district  ? — On  that  there  is 
common  interest,  subject  to  the  question  of 
London's  prior  right. 

1118.  Do  you  know  that  special  water  autho- 
rities have  been  constituted  from  time  to  time  in 
different  parts  of  the  country  ? — I  believe  they 
have. 

1119.  And  quite  recently,  taking  only  last 
year  ? — I  quite  understand  that,  but  that  does 
not  deal  with  London. 

1120.  A  special  water  authority  was  con- 
stituted for  Accrington  ? — I  daresay,  which  is  not 
quite  as  big  as  one  of  our  parishes. 

1121.  Then  take  Belfast,  do  you  know  that  in 

Belfast  ?— That  is  very  little  bigger  than 

Islington,  certainly  not  as  big  as  Islington  and 
St.  Pancras  put  together. 

1122.  Do  you  know  that  there  is  a  body  known 
as  the  Belfast  Water  Commissioners  thai  has  the 
entire  control  of  the  water  powers  without  any 
interference  from  the  municipal  authorities  ? — 
That  may  be  so ;  I  do  not  know. 

1123.  Then  your  objection,  if  I  understand  it 
rightly,  is  that  you  think  that  a  specially  con- 
stituted body  would  not  be  representative  of  the 
whole  district? — It  would  not  work.  The  in- 
terests are  not  identical.  They  are  identical  on 
some  points,  but  not  on  others  ;  not  in  the  pre- 
sent state  of  existing  legislation.  You  have 
here  the  metropolis  subject  to  the  1852  Act,  and 
subject  to  the  1871  Act.  You  have  the  outside 
area  subject  to  the  Public  Health  Act  of  1875. 

1124.  All  those  areas  surely  are  interested  in 
the  question  of  water  supply  ? — Of  course,  every- 
body is  interested  in  the  question  of  water 
supply. 

1125.  And  their  interests  may  be  conflicting  to 
some  extent? — On  all  the  fundamental  matters 
they  are  conflicting,  and  more  than  that  in  each 
particular  Bill,  or  each  particular  company,  all 
the  interests  are  separate  and  different. 

1126.  I  do  not  propose  to  take  you  over  the 
same  ground  that  IVlr.  Pember  has  gone  with  re- 
gard to  the  present  occupations  ol  the  County 
Council.  Can  you  give  the  Committee  any 
notion  what  the  number  of  the  present  employes 
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of  the  County  Council  is  ? — Yes  ;  do  you  mean 
the  staff  as  well  ? 

1127.  I  mean  officers,  servants,  clerks,  work- 
men, and  people  ;  persons  in  receipt  of  the  pay 
of  the  County  Council? — I  should  say  about 
6,000;  I  do  not  know  whether  I  am  right  or 
not.  I  have  not  my  pocket-book  here.  The 
deputy-chairman  will  tell  you ;  he  will  be  called 
as  a  witness. 

1128.  That  number  will  be  very  largely  in- 
creased when  you  take  over  the  working  of  the 
tramways,  will  it  not  ? — Nominally,  of  course. 

Sir  Stajf'ord  Noi  thcote. 

1129.  Does  the  6,000  include  all  the  work- 
men?— Yes,  so  I  understood  the  question.  The 
Works  Department  employ  about  1,600  ;  the 
Main  Drainage  employ  about  1,500  I  think  it  is. 
Then  there  are  the  ferries,  and  you  see  we  have 
six  sludge  ships  ;ioing  out  to  sea  with  6,000  tons 
a  week  ;  that  employs  a  large  staff.  I  ihink 
altogether  in  round  figures  you  may  take  it  as 
6,000.    I  can  give  it  actually  on  referring. 

Mr.  J.  D.  Fiizi'.erald. 

1130.  I  suppose  when  you  take  over  all  the 
tramways  that  would  add  about  a  couple  of 
thousand  more,  would  it  not  ?  —It  might. 

1131.  Then,  with  8,000  employes,  will  not  the 
time  of  the  Coimty  Council  be  pretty  well  taken 
up  without  having  a  large  additional  number 
added  from  the  water  undertaking  ?-- Certainly 
not,  the  present  Water  Committee  having  then 
finished  their  inquiries  could  very  well  devote 
their  energies  to  those  management ;  easily  with 
all  the  existing  staff. 

1132.  You  have  made,  as  I  understand,  an 
arrangement  with  the  Corporation  of  London, 
by  which  they  are  to  have  a  representation  on 
your  Water  Committee  ? — Yes. 

1133.  Surely  that  admits  the  ])rinciple  that 
the  County  Council  will  not  manage  the  water 
undertaking  ?— Oh,  no.  That  is  a  certain  num- 
ber which  is  to  be  on  our  Statutory  Committee, 
but  it  is  to  be  a  Statutory  Committee  of  the 
Council. 

1134.  It  does  not  make  much  difference 
whether  it  is  called  a  Statutory  Committee  or  a 
separate  authority  ;  in  fact,  the  Corporation  of 
London  are  to  have  a  voice  in  the  management 
of  the  water  undertaking  for  the  whole  of 
London? — Yes,  they  have  four  members  on  the 
Council  now,  and  under  the  unification  scheme 
it  is  proposed  to  increase  them  to  eight. 

1135.  They  have  four  members  on  the  Council 
now  as  representing  the  City,  and  you  are  going 
to  give  them  an  additional  representation  on  the 
Water  Committee  entirely  independent  of  the 
representation  on  the  Council  ? — Yes. 

1136.  Take  the  case  of  the  district  1  represent, 
Wandsworth,  with  a  population  of  180,000,  and 
rateable  value  of  over  1,000,000/.,  what  objection 
would  there  be  to  give  to  districts  in  that  position 
a  representation  also  ? — Simply  because,  under 
the  arrangement  with  the  County  Council  of 
Surrey,  we  shall  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
water  outside  our  area. 

1137.  You  are  under  a  mistake,  are  you  not? 
Wandsworth  is  within  the  County  of  London,  is 
it  not? — I  thought  yovi  were  speaking  of  the 
Wandsworth  District  Board. 
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1138.  Yes? — Which  is  outside  the  county  as 
to  part  of  it. 

1139.  I  think  not.  I  think  the  whole  of 
Wandsworth  is  within  the  Administi  ative  County 
of  Loudon  ? — Yes,  if  yuu  appear  for  the  Wands- 
worth District  Board,  that  is  so. 

1140.  They  now  send  a  representative  to  the 
County  Council  ? — Yes  ;  then  they  would  be  re- 
presented through  the  County  Council. 

1141.  In  precisely  the  same  way  as  the  City 
of  London  ? — Yes. 

1142.  Except  that  the  Citv  of  London  have  a 
double  representation  ? — Yes. 

1143.  What  objection  can  there  possibly  be 
in  pi-inci,nle  to  give  all  these  bodies  a  direct  re- 
presentation on  the  water  authority  in  the  same 
way  as  you  propose  to  give  it  to  the  Corpora- 
tion ? — Because  they  are  already  represented  on 
the  Council  by  their  representatives. 

1144.  So  is  the  Corporation  of  London? — 
Then  they  will  be  there. 

1145.  But  surely  the  same  arguments  exactly 
apply  as  to  the  Wandsworth  District  Board  of 
Works  ? — No,  I  do  not  think  so,  and  the  City  of 
London  represents  a  rateable  value  of  upwards 
of  four  millions  and  a-half,  which  is  one-eighth 
of  the  rateable  value  of  the  entire  metropolis, 
and  although  there  are  only  32,000  population, 
according  to  the  census,  still,  of  course,  it  has  a 
very  large  interest.  It  is  important,  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  City  shouli  have  a  full  voice  upon 
questions  with  regard,  for  instance,  of  charges. 
If  they  were  charged  on  their  full  rateable  value, 
being  banks,  insurance  offices,  and  so  forth,  it 
would  be  an  enormous  injustice.  The  consumj)- 
tion  of  water  in  those  offices  is  comparativel/ 
small,  not  perhaps  much  larger  than  in  a  small 
house,  therefore  it  is  important  that  their  rejire- 
sentation  should  be  such  as  to  keep  an  eflFective 
control  over  any  misuse  of  the  powers  with 
regard  to  water  rates.  That  is  not  applicable  to 
Wandsworth. 

1146.  If  I  rightly  understand  you,  your  first 
reason  is  that  the  rateable  value  of  the  City  is 
greater  than  the  rateable  value  of  WandsAvorth  ? 
— It  is  one-eighth  of  the  whole  meti'opolis. 

1147.  Taking  that  first,  that  goes  to  the 
amount  of  representation,  surely,  but  not  to  the 
principle  ? — x'"es,  because  you  will  have  already 
spoken  by  your  representative  in  the  Council, 
through  the  Council,  on  this  water  question. 

Mis.  So  will  the  City? — But  there  are  ex- 
ceptional classes  of  property  in  the  City  of  rate- 
able value,  and  taking  the  area  it  makes  it 
necessary  in  our  opinion,  iand  advisable,  and 
having  regard  to  the  posit  on  of  the  City,  that 
they  should  be  there. 

1149.  You  say  there  are  exceptional  classes 
of  property  in  the  City,  Avhich  need  exceptional 
representation  ? — I  think  so. 

1150.  To  follow  that  out,  that  means  there 
are  complicated  interests,  interests  between  the 
City  and  other  parts  of  the  metropolis  with  regard 
to  the  water  rate  ? — No  ;  but  that  the  powers 
might  be  exercised  to  their  prejudice,  and  there 
might  be  conflicting  interests  unless  you  guard 
against  it;  not  that  there  are. 

1151.  But  stn-ely  the  powers  might  be  exer- 
cised in  a  way  to  favour  one  district  more  than 
another  ? — No. 

I  3  1152.  Why 
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Mr.  J.  D.  Fitz  Gerald — continued. 

1152.  Why  not? — You  might  give  a  better 
supply  in  one  district  than  another.  You  might 
give  constant  supply  in  one  district,  and  inter- 
mittent supply  in  another  ? — No,  we  could  not, 
because,  under  the  Act,  that  provides  for  con- 
stant supply  ;  the  water  authority  is  bound  to 
put  it  on  on  demand  of  the  local  authority. 

1153.  There  are  a  good  many  places  where 
there  is  no  constant  supply  yet  ? — Because  the 
authorities  have  not  called  upon  them  or  com- 
plied with  certain  requisitions. 

1154.  Then  there  are  many  other  matters  in 
which  one  district  might  be  favoured  more  than 
another  ? — It  would  not  be  favoured. 

1155.  But  if  special  interests  are  to  be  repre- 
sented in  the  City  of  London,  why  not  special 
interests  outside  the  City  of  London  ? — I  have 
already  answered  that,  that  I  think  in  your  case 
of  Wandsworth,  you  are  sufficienth  repre- 
sented. 

1156.  It  is  not  only  the  case  of  Wandsworth, 
but  it  is  the  case  of  the  whole  districts? — Do 
you  appear  for  anybody  else  ? 

1157.  I  am  setting  up  a,  particular  case.  I 
appear  for  Wandsworth,  but  what  is  true  of 
Wandsworth  is  true  of  the  whole  districts  out- 
side the  City.  They  have  no  special  represen- 
tation, and  the  only  ground,  as  I  understand, 
that  you  can  give  why  the  City  should  have  a 
special  representation  is,  that  there  are  special 
interests  there  with  regard  to  insurance  offices, 
banks,  and  properties  of  that  character  ? — You 
must  not  say  thnt  is  the  only  reason,  I  think 
that  is  a  very  strong  reason,  and  one  of  the 
reasons. 

1158.  If  you  have  any  other  reasons  I  should 
like  to  hear  them  ?— I  think  that  having  regard 
to  the  importance  of  the  City  

1159.  You  have  mentioned  that  already  ;  that 
is  rateable  value.  Is  there  anything  else  ? — 
And  the  position  generally  of  the  Citv. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Richards. 

1160.  I  appear  for  the  County  Council  of 
Essex,  Sir.  Your  counsel,  in  opening  his  case, 
said  you  were  prepared  to  negotiate  with  Essex 
on  the  same  terras  as  you  have  with  Surrey  ;  is 
that  so?  -  Yes. 

1161.  Then  what  did  you  mean  by  saying  in 
your  evidence  yesterday  :  "  The  mode  in  which 
the  outlying  authorities  may  be  treated  in  one 
case,  and  in  another  may  be  on  a  totally  different 
basis  "  ?— What  I  meant  by  that  was  although  we 
are  prepared  to  negotiate  on  those  lines,  it  may 
not  be  In  accordance  with  the  views  of  an  out- 
lying authority  ;  take,  for  instance,  Essex  ;  we 
have  already  had  deputations  from  West  Ham, 
and  we  have  discussed  the  problem,  and  negotia- 
tions are  going  on  at  the  present  time ;  they 
may  desire  not  to  be  treated  on  the  lines  of 
the  Surrey  County  Council,  they  may  desire  to 
have  a  water  trust,  and,  if  so,  it  is  immaterial  to 
the  Council.  There  are  special  powers  with  re- 
gard to  that  portion  crossed  green  on  the  cartoon. 
They  draw  from  the  Thames  10,000,000  gallons 
of  water,  smd  it  might  be  that  the  distribiTtino- 
works  with  a  certain  quantity  taken  from  the 
Lea,  and  those  10,000,000  "gallons  unapplied 
water  power  now,  might  he  adapted  to  that  green 


Mr.  Richards — continued. 

portion  of  the  East  London  Company  ;  then  the 
rest  might  be  apportioned  between  West  Ham 
Corporation  and  the  Essex  County  Council, 
either  upon  a  water  trust  or  upon  any  other  lines 
they  thought  fit.  I  mean  to  say  the  circum- 
stances vary  so  immensely. 

1162.  That  small  portion  of  the  East  London 
Company  is  the  only  portion  within  the  County 
of  London,  is  it  not  ? — Y'es. 

1163.  Do  you  know,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that 
during  the  last  ten  years  the  supplies  within  the 
County  of  London  have  decreased  steadily? — I 
do  not  know.  Without  wasting  the  time  of  the 
Committee,  if  you  will  put  those  questions  to 
the  engineer,  he  knov/s  the  whole  of  the  facts. 

1164.  Will  you  take  it  from  me  that  they 
have  decreased  ? — No,  I  cannot. 

1165.  And  that  within  the  county  of  Essex 
they  have  more  than  doubled  within  the  last  ten 
years  ? — I  cannot  say,  because  the  population  of 
West  Ham  has  been  extending  immensely  ;  that 
suburb  round  London  has  been  extending  im- 
mensely, and  therefore  an  increase  has  necessarily 
taken  place. 

1166.  On  what  ground  do  you  justify  the 
suggestion  that  the  County  Council  of  London 
should  purchase  the  water  supply  which  is 
within  the  comity  of  Essex.  There  are 
10,000,000  gallons,  of  course,  taken  from  Sun- 
bury.  That,  of  course,  we  have  no  claim  to  at 
all,  but  the  whole  of  the  rest  of  the  supply  is 
now  within  the  county  of  Essex.  Simply 
because  we  do  not  believe  there  will  be  any 
chance  of  asking  Parliament  to  sanction  a  Bill 
for  the  purchase  of  a  portion  of  the  undertaking. 
If  we  purchase  at  all  we  must  purchase  the  whole 
undertaking. 

1167.  Is  there  any  necessity,  so  far  as  London 
is  concerned,  to  buy  anything  within  the  county 
of  Essex? — Yes;  we  must  buy  the  undertaking. 
It  is  the  undertaking  we  have  to  deal  with,  not 
the  locality. 

1168.  Can  you  inform  the  Committee  why  the 
East  London  Bill  is  to  come  into  operation  three 
months  before  the  Bill  which  is  being  discussed 
before  this  Committee  ?  Can  you  tell  the  Com- 
mittee why  the  East  London  Bill  was  not  taken 
first? — I  cannot  tell  you,  except  that  these  Bills 
dealt  with  practically  the  whole  of  the  southern 
area.  The  other  Bills  dealt  with  the  question 
of  the  New  River,  and  the  sources  of  supply 
from  the  Lea,  whereas  these  deal  with  a  source 
of  supply  from  the  Thames. 

1169.  If  you  are  to  purchase  the  whole  of  the 
undertaking,  upon  what  basis  do  you  propose  to 
sell  to  Essex  that  portion  of  it  which  lies  within 
its  own  county  ? 

Mr.  Freeman.'\  I  think  the  time  has  come, 
and  I  must  ask  for  the  direction  of  the  Com- 
mittee upon  this  point.  What  is  now  before  the 
Committee  is  two  Bills,  the  Lambeth  and  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bills,  and  I  should 
refer  the  Committee  to  what  took  place  in  the 
House  on  the  motion  upon  this  matter.  I  think 
it  is  desirable  to  read  the  actual  words,  because 
what  my  learned  friend  is  doing  now  is  asking 
Mr.  Harrison  upon  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
and  Lambeth  Bills,  a  number  of  questions  in 
respect  of  Essex,  in  respect,  I  presume,  to  an 
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East  London  Bill,  which  is  not  at  the  present 
moment  before  this  Committee,  which  we  have  not 
opened,  which  we  have  given  no  evidence  in  respect 
of,  and  in  respect  of  which  the  Committee,  of 
course,  have  no  facts  before  them.  Now,  may  I 
draw  your  attention  to  what  tlie  motion  was 
upon  which  my  learned  friends  are  entitled  to 
appear  at  all,  and  it  was  agreed  to  in  the  House : 
"  That  any  district  council,  or  other  local  autho- 
rity, of  any  district  wholly  or  in  part  within  the 
Metropolitaia  water  area,  the  London  water 
companies  jointly  with  any  other  persons 
claiming  to  be  affected  by  the  Bill,  presenting  a 
Petition  against  the  Bill  not  later  than  the  2 1st 
March,  praying  to  be  heard  by  counsel,  agents, 
and  witnesses,  may  be  heard  on  such  petition 
before  the  Select  Committee  on  the  Bill  if  and 
so  far  as  the  Committee  shall  think  lit."  Now, 
I  submit,  for  the  consideration  of  the  Committee, 
that  while  I  should  not  for  a  moment  suggest 
that  my  learned  friend  was  not  entitled  to  ask 
any  question  affecting  his  clients  arismg  on  the 
two  Bills  now  before  the  Committee,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  cross-examine  upon  the  whole  case  as 
if  what  was  before  the  Committee  was  the  East 
London  I5ill,  or  any  Bill  affecting  Essex  di- 
rectly, and  that  the  proper  time  for  cross- 
examination  on  those  Bills  is  when  the  particular 
Bills  come  before  the  Committee.  If  that  is  not 
to  be  restricted  in  some  way,  the  amount  of  time 
which  will  be  spent  over  these  Bills  will  be 
absolutely  incalculable. 

Mr.  RichardsJ]  My  answer  to  that  is  very 
simple.  This  is  upon  a  question  of  principle.  I 
am  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  Essex  County 
Council,  and  my  learned  friend,  Lord  Robert 
Cecil,  who  appears  for  two  other  County 
Councils  —  Hertfordshire  and  Middlesex  —  of 
course  also  desires  to  be  heard  upon  this  point. 
"What  would  be  the  object  of  the  direction  of 
the  House  to  this  Committee  if  counsel  is  to  be 
present  at  this  inquiry,  and  not  to  be  allowed  to 
ask  any  question  until  the  Bill,  which  would,  of 
course,  be  the  East  London  in  my  case,  came 
before  the  Committee?  I  take  it,  with  the 
greatest  submission,  that  this  Committee  is  dis- 
cussing these  two  Bills  which  the  London 
County  Council  have  put  before  them,  not 
merely  on  the  matter  of  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  policy,  but  on  the  Avhole 
questidn  of  principle  of  the  purchase  of  the 
waier  companies.  My  learned  leadei-s,  Mr. 
Pember  and  Mr.  Littler,  and  tliose  wlio  have 
cross-examined  Mr.  Harrison  on  Clause  6  of  the 
Bill,  of  course  were  not  affected  by  the  Bill, 
except  as  regards  two  of  them.  The  only 
county  council  which  was  affected,  Surrey,  has 
come  to  an  understanding  with  the  London 
County  Council,  and  I  want  to  know,  on  behalf 
of  the  County  Council  of  Essex,  what  terms, 
what  suggestions,  the  Vice-Chairman,'who  is  in 
the  witness  box,  is  prepared  to  give  us,  and  upon 
the  question  of  principle  I  am  here,  if  Essex  is 
the  proper  water  authority  for  its  county,  to  ask 
the  Committee  to  allow  me  to  ask  Mr.  Harrison 
the  question  why  the  London  County  Council  is 
to  be  entrusted  with  the  purchase  first  of  all  with 
an  undertaking  which  supplies  only  a  small 
portion  of  London,  and  the  greater  portion  of 
the  supply  of  the  county  of  Essex. 
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Mr.  Freeman.^  It  does  not  arise  under  this 
Bill. 

Lord  Robert.  Cecil.']  J3efore  you  decide  that 
point,  sir,  I  should  like  to  say  a  word  on  behalf 
of  Middlesex. 

Mr.  Pemher.\  I  should  like  to  say  a  word  on 
behalf  of  Kent,  too. 

Mr.  Frcemnn.]  What  I  am  saying  is  this,  that 
under  the  direction  of  the  House  everybody  has 
a  perfect  right  to  ask  any  questions  for  their 
clients  so  far  .is  they  are  affected  by  these  Bills 
on  any  matters  arising  out  of  these  Bills,  but  I 
do  object  to  my  learned  friend  Mr.  Richards 
cross-examining  on  the  Lambeth  and  Sonthwark 
and  Vauxhall  Bills  on  questions  affecting  what 
was  going  to  be  done  imder  the  Bill  as  affecting 
Essex.  In  the  same  way,  if  questions  were 
asked  for  Hertford  on  the  New  River  Bill,  I 
should  sug-gest  it  was  not  within  the  direction  of 
the  House  that  a  particular  Bill  not  before  the 
Committee  should  be  cross-examined  too. 

Mr.  Pember.'\  I  do  not  think  there  will  be  any 
great  danger  of  asking  questions  which  do  not 
involve  the  general  principle  underlying  all  these 
Bills — that  is  what  it  seems  to  me  is  the  spirit  of 
the  instruction  given  by  your  House.  The 
exact  form  of  it  is,  perhaps,  not  a  matter  of 
interest  at  this  moment,  but  I  certainly  should 
not  think  of  asking  questions  on  behalf  of  the 
Kent  authorities,  for  whom  I  appear,  upon  any 
puint  which  is  merely  a  matter  of  detail  in  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill  or  the  Lambeth 
Bill,  and  which  was  not  common  to  all  the  Bills ; 
but  there  is  this  great  danger,  that  if  anything  is 
settled  in  the  first  Bill  which  you  hear,  or  the 
second  which  involves  matters  of  principle,  or 
which  guides  your  decision  on  the  other  six,  that 
it  would  be  too  late  then  for  any  authority  which 
had  not  raised  tiie  point,  to  raise  it  with  advan- 
tage. That,  is  all  we  ask  to  do,  and  I  think  J 
speak  in  common  probably  for  all  my  learned 
friends.  It  will  be  for  the  Committee  to 
judge  from  time  to  time  when  the  questions  are 
asked,  whether  or  not  they  are  questions  on  such 
genei'al  principles  as  come  within  the  meaning 
of  the  locus  standi  accorded  by  the  instruction  of 
the  House. 

Chairman^  I  think  the  way  you  have 
stated  the  proposition  is  a  very  fair  one,  and  I 
will  ask  the  counsel  to  obsei've  that  in  any 
questions  they  may  have  to  ask. 

Mr.  Richards. 

1170.  (To  the  Witness.)  What  I  want  to  ask 
you  is  this.  Do  you  offer  the  same  terms  to 
Essex,  or  are  you  prepared  to  offer  the  same 
terms  as  you  have  given  to  Surrey  ? — Yes. 

Mr.  Freeman.~\  There  at  once  is  an  objection. 

Mr.  Richards.'\  With  the  greatest  deference 
there,  I  hope  I  am  obeying  not  only  the  letter, 
but  the  spirit  of  your  ruling,  sir. 

Chairman.]  I  do  not  quite  see  how  that  comes 
into  tlie  discussion  of  this  Bill. 

Mr.  Richards.]  Very  well,  sir  ;  if  that  is  your 
view,  I  will  leave  it. 

Chairman.]  Will  you  explain  how  it  does? 

Mr.  Richards.]  I  will  not  pursue  that  line  at 
all,  sir. 

I  4  Chairman.] 
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Chairman.']  I  do  not  wish  to  cut  your  exami- 
nation short  in  any  way,  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
rather  falls  within  the  canon  laid  down  by  Mr. 
Pember,  and  is  rather  in  reference  to  your  par- 
ticular Bill  than  the  underlying  principles. 

Mr.  Richards.']  With  the  greatest  deference, 
there  would  have  been  no  necessity  to  instruct 
Counsel  to  appear  here  on  behalf  of  Essex,  if  we 
are  not  to  be  allowed  to  know  upon  Avhat  prin- 
ciple this,  which  I  venture  to  call,  invasion  of 
our  rights,  is  to  take  place. 

Mr.  Pemher.]  I  think,  sir,  if  I  may  interpose 
this  question,  the  Surrey  agreement  was,  as  I 
understand  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Balfour 
Browne's  opening,  rather  a  type  of  the  way  in 
which  they  would  treat  the  outside  authorities, 
and  if  so — perhaps  f  am  a  little  exceeding  what 
I  ought  to  suggest — 1  think  we  ought  to  be 
allowed,  if  we  think  it  necessary,  to  ask  whether, 
as  this  is  a  type,  Mr.  Harrison  would  bear  out 
this  learned  Counsel's  suggestion  in  opening,  that 
it  was  the  type,  and  the  way  of  finding  that  out 
seems  to  me  to  ask  :  Will  you  ap])ly  it  in  prin- 
ciple to  all  the  other  cases. 

Chairman.]  I  think  that  is  a  fair  question,  but 
I  would  not  go  into  the  question  of  any  par- 
ticular dealing. 

Mr.  Freeman.]  As  regards  the  particular 
point  which  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Pember,  has 
raised  

Chairman.]  I  think  the  particular  question 
which  I  understand  you  to  ask  Mr.  Richards, 
namely,  whether  the  County  Council  would  be 
prepared,  '\{  they  became  the  water  authority,  to 
deal  with  you  on  a  basis  corresponding  with  that 
on  which  they  dealt  with  the  county  of  Surrey, 
is  a  fair  question. 

Mr.  Richards. 

1171.  (To  the  Witness..)  What  do  you  say  to 
that  question  ? — Yes,  we  have,  in  fact,  offered  it, 
and  they  are  considering  it  now. 

1172.  You  recognise,  of  course,  that  Essex  has 
different  and  perhaps  stronger  claims  than 
Surrey  ? — I  can  quite  understand  that  Essex 
would  make,  having  regard  to  their  circum- 
stances, a  counter  offer  or  some  other  pro- 
posal which,  as  soon  as  we  get  it,  we  should  be 
perfectly  prepared  to  consider.  As  far  as  we  are 
concerned,  we  are  quite  ready  to  offer  the  basis 
of  the  Surrey  agreement,  broadly.  But  I  know 
sufficient  to  say  that  the  circumstances  of  each 
are  so  different  with  regard  to  the  water  supply 
and  physical  facts,  as  to  which  evidence  will  be 
laid  before  the  Committee,  that  I  doubt  if  there 
can  be  any  two  cases  absolutely  treated  alike. 

Chairman. 

117.3.  I  said  general  scheme?— Yes,  as  far  as 
we  are  concerned;  the  general  scheme  is  offered 
to  alL 

Mr.  Richards. 

1174.  On  the  question  of  population,  you 
propose  to  offer  to  Surrey  20  per  cent,  in  addition 
to  its  present  supply  ;  is  not  that  so  ? — We  give 
it  to  them. 

1175.  Would  you  be  prepared  to  make  a 
greater  extension  to  the  county  of  Essex  ? — That 
is  a  detail. 


Chairman.]  I  am  afraid  you  cannot  go  into 
differences  of  that  kind  at  present. 

Mr.  Richards. 

1176.  Very  well,  sir.  (To  the  Witness.)  On 
the  question  of  purchases,  in  what  way  should 
we  be  entitled  to  take  part  in  the  negotiations  as 
to  purchase  ? — In  the  same  way  as  Surrey. 

1177.  That  is,  we  should  be  allowed  to  appear 
on  the  arbitration,  but  not  to  ask  any  questions? 
— No,  I  do  not  think  that  either  the  County 
Council  of  Surrey  or  ourselves  ask,  or  could 
reasonably  ask.  Parliament  to  give  you,  as  against 
the  water  company,  an  active  right  to  appear  and 
intervene. 

1178.  Although  we  might  have  to  take  over 
the  bulk  of  the  undertaking,  as  the  Committee 
can  see  ? — I  do  not  know  that ;  that  is  another 
detail.  You  must  not  assume -the  bulk  of  the 
undertaking  if  you  mean  by  bulk  area,  that  is 
only  the  water  area,  and  not  population.  It 
is  only  mere  acreage,  half  of  which  may  be 
blank. 

1179.  There  is  only  one  other  question  I  have 
to  ask  you.  In  dealing  with  the  transfer  from 
the  London  County  Council  to  the  Essex 
County  Council,  would  you  take  all  the  com- 
panies together,  or  simply  the  purchase  of  the 
one  undertaking?  —  I  do  not  understand  your 
question. 

1180;  At  present,  you  know,  the  price  of  the 
water  supply  to  the  East  London  area  is  4rf. 
some  decimal  per  thousand  gallons,  and  in  other 
parts  of  London  it  is  Id.  Would  you  put  all 
the  undertakings  together  and  then  divide  them, 
or  would  you  only  charge  us  on  the  basis  of  the 
undertaking  of  the  East  London,  which  you  look 
over  ? — That  is  a  detail. 

1181.  I  think  that  is  a  fair  general  question? 
— What  we  should  do  would  be  this  :  we  should 
deal  with  the  East  London  undertaking. 

1182.  Only?— Only. 

iVfr.  Richards. 

1183.  We  should  have  no  costs  and  charges 
with  regard  to  the  other  undertakings  which  you 
might  acquire  under  these  Bills  ? — Certainly  not ; 
each  agreement  is  separate,  and  each  arbitration 
is  separate  and,  as  under  the  Surrey,  the  cost  of 
equipping  and  adapting  inside  and  outside  the 
county  to  two  separate  undertakings  must  neces- 
sarily in  every  case  vary,  because  the  works  in 
some  cases  are  different ;  some  pump  into 
London  and  back  again,  and  others,  by  a  con- 
necting pipe,  can  be  adapted  very  easily  indeed. 

1184.  Are  we  in  any  way  to  be  identified  with 
the  London  County  Council  in  the  search  for 
new  sources  of  supply  ?  You  have  put  it  to  the 
Committee  that  the  County  Council  would  have 
to  seek  new  sources  of  supply  ?  —  No,  you  have 
nothing  to  do  with  that :  future  supply  is  entirely 
left  oat  of  the  agreement  with  Surrey. 

1185.  Would  you  be  prepared,  deducting  the 
10,000,000  from  Sunbury,  to  leave  to  us  all  the 
sources  of  supply  which  we  have  in  our  own 
county  ? — That  is  a  detail. 

1186.  That  is  a  question  of  principle,  I  submit 
with  great  confidence. 

Chairman.]  It  rather  lies  on  your  Bill  than  on 
tlie  present  one,  does  it  not. 
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Mr.  Richards.']  If  we  knew  what  the  County 
Ilouncil  were  prepared  to  do,  it  might  avoid  the 
ixpense  of  a  second  appearance. 

WitJiess.l  You  had  much  better  meet  us  out- 
;ide  the  Committee,  as  we  are  negotiating. 

Mr.  Richards. 

1187.  That  is  the  one  point  we  want  to  get 
^t  ? — We  shall  be  very  pleased  to  discuss  that. 

Chairman.']  Mr.  Harrison  says  he  cannot  tell 
^ou. 

Witness.']  I  cannot  tell  you ;  it  depends  on 
vhsii  the  water  supply  is  from  the  Lea.  I  do 
lot  know  any  of  those  facts. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Batten. 

1188.  I  appear  for  the  Urban  District  Council 
if  Waltham  Holy  Cross.  If  I  understand  your 
5ill  rightly,  you  propose  to  transfer  by  Clause  23 
o  the  local  authority  all  the  works  that  are 
vithin  their  own  area,  and  let  them  supply  water 
hemselves  ;  is  not  that  so  ?  I  am  asking  more 
or  information,  perhaps,  than  for  the  purposes 
if  cross-examination,  but  still  that  is  so,  is  it  not  ? 
—That  is  as  to  the  distribution  works.  It  is 
(uly  a  power  to  negotiate  with  regard  to  the 
listribution  works,  and  an  optional  power  to 
ransfer  or  sell  any  portion  of  the  undertaking 
irhich  would  include  water  supply. 

Chairman. 

1189.  What  is  the  Clause  ? — It  is  Clause  23. 

Mr.  Batten. 

1190.  There  is  a  similar  clause  in  all  the  other 
iills,  is  there  not  ? — Yes. 

1191.  The  general  principle  of  the  Bill  is, 
hat  the  urban  authorities  outside  London  are  to 
le  entitled  to  purchase  the  mains  and  distribu- 
ive  works  within  their  own  area  at  a  price  to  be 
,greed  by  arbitration,  and  then,  that  they  may 
upply  their  own  water,  or  you  will  supply  them 
a  bulk  if  necessary? — There  is  a  power  to  us  to 
ell  or  transfer  optionally  such  portion  of  the 
mdertaking,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Coun- 
il,  is  not  at  the  time  of  the  sale  or  transfer, 
equired  for  the  present  or  future  supply  of 
jondon,  or  any  joint  interest  in  any  part  of  such 
mdertaking. 

1192.  But  the  general  idea  is,  that  all  the 
irban  authorities  round  London  are  to  have  the 
ight  to  become  their  own  water  authority,  and 
o  purchase  from  the  County  Council  the  portion 
if  the  distributive  mains,  &c.,  that  are  within 
heir  area  ;  is  not  that  it  ? — Yes,  they  may  pur- 
hase  under  Clauses  23  and  24  certain  classes  of 
rorks,  the  distributing  works,  and  they  may 
equire  the  Council  to  supply  in  bulk  so  much 
lot  being  less  than  25  gallons,  and  so  on. 

1193.  Some  of  these  areas  outside  London  arc 
vaterless,  are  they  not  ?  Others  have  a  very 
,bundaut  supply  within  their  own  area.  If  I 
Qay  be  allowed  to  take  the  district  I  represent, 
'Valtham  Holy  Cross,  the  water  rises  up  in  an 
mmense  volume  in  the  very  centre  of  our  district, 
^re  we  to  be  compelled  to  take  our  water  from  the 
!^ounty  Council,  or  ai"e  we  to  be  allowed,  having 
rarchased  thp  mains  to  use  the  water  which  we 
lave,  and  distribute  it  among  our  own  people  for 
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a  mere  fraction  of  \d.  per  thousa,nd,  which  do 
you  say  it  is  to  be  ?  Do  not  deal  with  Waltham 
Cross  only,  but  deal  with  all  the  area  round 
London,  where  the  authority  can  find,  and  has 
found  pure  water,  within  their  own  districts. 
May  they  supply  their  own  area? — This  Bill 
will  not  affect  any  legal  rights  that  any  local 
authority  has  to  acquire  or  supply  itself  with 
water  under  existing  statutes.  The  transfer 
only  relates  to  the  water  which  is  purchased  of 
the  particular  company,  and  if  that  rises  in  Wal- 
tham Holy  Cross,  and  is  part  of  ihe  purchase,  of 
course  they  will  get  that  back  under  the  supply. 

1194.  As  you  know  the  local  authority  now 
has  no  right  to  supply  water  within  its  area, 
because  it  is  supplied  by  a  statutory  company  ; 
you  proposed  having  purchased  the  statutory 
ct;mpany,  to  allow,  according  to  this  Bill,  a  dis- 
trict to  supply  itself  with  water,  merely  pur- 
chasing from  you  the  pipes  ? — No,  I  do  not.  I 
do  not  propose  to  make  any  alteration.  This 
Bill  does  make  no  alteration  of  the  existing  law 
with  regard  to  the  local  authority. 

1195.  In  any  of  these  districts,  where  the  local 
authority,  having  purchased  the  pipes,  can 
supply  perfectly  pure  water  at  a  nominal  cost  to 
its  own  people,  do  you  propose  to  make  them 
liable  for  a  rateable  proportion  of  the  cost  of 
bringing  water  from  any  other  district? — I  do 
not  see  that  that  is  involved  in  the  clause. 

1196.  Yes,  it  is.  I  want  simply  to  know 
Avhether  you  are  merely  saying  to  the  local 
authority  you  may  purchase  the  pipes,  but  you 
will  have  to  pay  for  the  water  whether  you  pur- 
chase the  pipes  or  not.  Assuming  that  the  local 
authority  has  an  abundant  supply  of  pure  \vater, 
may  that  local  authority,  having  under  your 
Bill  purchased  the  pipes,  say  they  will  not  use 
the  water  from  you,  but  the  water  in  their  own 
district.  You  are  going  to  create  a  totally 
different  state  of  affairs  ?  —  No,  I  am  not. 
Excepting  the  company  is  unwilling  or  unable  to 
supply  under  the  purchase  of  this  undertaking, 
matters  remain  exactly  as  they  are,  and  this  Bill 
alters  nothing  with  regard  to  the  general  rights. 

1197.  Forgive  me,  practically  this  repeals  the 
prohibition  to  a  local  authority  to  put  up  their 
own  waterworks.  You,  by  this  Bill,  and  all  the 
Bills  are  similar,  say,  that  the  local  authority 
may  give  you  notice  within  two  years  to  pur- 
chase the  pipes  within  their  own  district,  and 
become  their  own  water  authority  ? 

Chairman.^  I  am  informed  that  the  petition 
for  Waltham  Holy  Cross  has  been  withdrawn. 

Mr.  Batten.]  No. 

Chairman.]  It  is  suspended  until  further  notice, 
and  there  has  been  no  notice  of  its  being  re-ap- 
peared upon. 

Mr.  Batten.]  I  am  instructed  to  appear  here. 

Chairman.]  I  am  informed  that  the  Petition 
of  the  urban  district  of  Waltham  Holy  Cross 
was  withdrawn  and  marked,  "  No  further  appear- 
ance until  notice,"  and  there  has  been  no  notice 
I  am  informed. 

Mr.  Batten.]  My  agent  is  not  here,  but  I  was 
instructed  to  appear  ;  whether  they  thought  it 
K  would 
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would  not  come  on  to-day  I  do  not  know,  but  I 
was  asked  to  come  here  and  ask  these  ques- 
tions. 

j)  Chah-Tnaii].  I  am  afraid  I  cannot  let  you  pro- 
e,eed'  further  until  this  ia  set  right.  I  am  offici- 
ally informed  that  it  is  so. 

Mr.  Batten.']  Then  I  must  resume  at  a  later 
period. 

Chairman.']  We  will  see  about  that. 

Crdss-examined  by  Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

1198.  On  behalf  of  the  Kent  County  Council, 
for  whom  I  appear  with  my  friend  Mr.  Pember, 
and  also  on  behalf  of  Beckenham  

Chairman.]  Has  not  Mr.  Pember  cross- 
examined  as  to  this  already  ? 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

1199.  No,  Sir.  He  only  appeared  on  the 
point  as  to  whether  we  had  a  locus  standi  ;  he 
has  cross-examined  for  the  water  companies,  but 
jqot  for  tlie  local  authorities.  [To  the  Witness.^ 
I  want  to  ask  you  generally,  please,  do  the 
London  County  Council  agree  to  this  proposition, 
that  in  their  own  districts  the  outside  county 
councils  are  entitled  to  just  as  full  rights  and 
powers  as  the  London  County  Council  within  its 
own  district? — No,  the  London  County  Council 
is  a  specially  constituted  body,  with  special 
power,  and  totally  different  to  any  other  county 
council  under  the  Act. 

1200.  Of  course  my  question  is  entirely  con- 
fined to  water  supply.  Then  I  ask  you,  do  you 
admit  in  principle  that  the  Kent  County  Council 
for  instance  should  be  entitled  to  just  as  full 
rights  in  Kent  as  the  London  County  Council 
in  London?— I  cannot  answer  that  question  put 
so  broadly  as  that,  because  I  do  not  know  what 
you  mean  by  rights. 

■  1 1201.  Is  it  the  intention  of  the  London  County 
Council  to  ask  to  be  the  water  authority  at  all 
outside  its  own  boundary  ? — If  Kent  makes  an 
arrangement  to  take  over  that  part,  we  do  not 
want  to  interfere  with  it,  but  if  of  course  they 
do  not,  some  one  must  conduct  the  business;  we 
cannot  purchase  a  portion  of  the  undertaking. 

1202,  Do  you  agree  with  your  learned  counsel 
that  you  cannot  blow  hot  and  cold,  and  that  that 
Very  argument  which  he  used  for  the  London 
County  Council  in  London  applies  equally 
to  the  Kent  County  Council  in  Kent  ? — No ; 
1  do  not  think  that  the  Kent  County  Council,  if 
they  were  to  come  and  ask  to  purchase,  for 
instance,  would  havje  .aSj  good  a  case  on  behalf  of 
the  public.  ,  . 

1203.  Do  you,  or  do  you  not,  agree  with  the 
words  of  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  :  "  We  cannot 
blow  hot  and  cold  ;  we  say  we  have  the  right  to 
be  the  water  authority  within  our  own  adminis- 
trative county,  but  we  also  recognise  the  right  of 
Surrey  to  be  the  water  authority  witbm  its 
county  "  ? — I  quite  agree  with  that. 

1204.  Then  I  may  take  it  from  you  that  Kent, 
in  your  opinion,  is  entitled  to  as  full  rights  in 
Kent  as  the  London  County  Council  in  London  ? 
—■^s  the  Surrey  County  Council. 

1205,  I  want  you  to  allow  me  to  substitute  the 
word  "Kent"  for  Surrey  ?- No,  I  cannot ;  be- 
<5ause  they  cannot  be  conipared. 

1?0;6,.  Will  you  tell  me  why  the  Kent  County 
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Council  is  not  entitled  to  the  same  rights,  as  the 
municipal  authority  of  Kent,  that  the  London 
County  Council  is  entitled  to  ? — First  of  all  it  is 
not  a  municipal  authority  j  it  is  working  under 
different  statutes,  different  powers,  and  a  different 
set  of  conditions, 

1207.  But  is  it  not  equally  the  county  council? 
— In  name  they  are  the  same,  but  you  have  no 
Act  of  1852,  you  have  no  Act  of  1871, 

1208.  But  we  have  the  Act  of  1888  which  you 
have,  have  we  not? — Yes;  and  you  will  find,  if 
you  read  the  Act  of  1888,  it  is  divided  into  parts, 
and  that  the  provisions  relating  to  London  are 
totally  different  to  those  applicable  to  any  other 
county  council. 

1209.  Will  you  point  to  any  provisions  in  that 
Act  which  give  to  the  London  Coimty  Council  any 
different  rights  as  regards  the  water  supply  from 
those  rights  which  Kent  ought  to  have?— Not 
under  that  Act,  certainly  not. 

1210.  Then  that  Act  does  not  give  you  any 
greater  rights,  does  it? — No;  but  the  1891 
Public  Health  Act  does,  and  you  work  

1211.  But  the  1891  Public  Health  Act,  if  you 
pardon  me,  only  applies  to  the  metropolis  ?  —I 
say  so,  and  you  are  working  under  the  Act  of 
1875. 

1212.  The  Public  Health  Act  of  1891  does 
not  apply  to  water  ?— Yes,  it  does,  -  - 

1213.  It  does  not  give  any  water  powers?'^- 
No,  but  it  declares  a  house  to  be  a  nuisance 
without  water,  and  you  have  no  such  provisions 
in  your  Act. 

1214.  I  am  dealing  with  water  supply  ? — That 
is  water  supply. 

1215.  As  I  understand,  you  cannot  quote  to 
me  any  Act  which  has  put  the  London  County 
Council  on  a  different  footing  with  regard  to 
water  rights  from  the  Kent  County  Council 
except  these  Bills  ? — Yes,  I  do.  I  say  that  the 
whole  of  the  Acts  which  relate  to  the  London 
County  Council  and  to  the  metropolis  put  the 
London  County  Council  on  a  totally  different 
footing  and  position  to  any  other  place. 

1216.  As,  before,  ^ou  are  again  going  into 
general  questions.  1  ask  you  is  there  anything 
besides  these  recent  Bills  which  we  know  of 
giving  you  power  to  spend  money  in  promoting 
Bills  ;  is  there  any  legislation  which  puts  the 
London  County  Council  on  a  higher  platform 
so  to  speak,  than  the  other  county  councils  ? — 
Yes ;  in  London  you  have  a  rental  dependent 
upon   '  ,?  !  i 

1217.  But  that  is  ,pp,Jj,  a  question  ot^  ^size 
again  

Chairman.]  What  particular  objection  tPi  t|i 
Bill  are  you  applying  this  argument  to?  , 

Mr.  Clarke  ?F?7/m»?s.]  IfyouwilltuVn  toClauS 
24  of  the  Bill,  you  will  find  the  County  Counci 
of  London  puts  itself  in  the  position  of  holding 
all  the  outside  authorities  at  its  mercy  ;  it  is  f 
buy  all  these  works  and  sell  certain  things  t 
them ;  for  instance,  "  the  mains,  pipes,  and  works 
of  distribution  so  far  as  they  are  exclusive! 
appropriated  to  their  district.     Secondly,  the 
sale  or  transfer  to  the  local  authority  of  a^y 
other  part  of  the  undertaking  wl^ich   Iti  tn 
opinion  of  the  Council  is  not  at  the  time  of  tH 
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iale  or  transfer  required  for  the  present  or  future 
mpply  of  water  to  London,  or  of  any  joint  right 
3r  interest  in  such  part  of  the  undertaking."  We 
say  it  is  unfair  to  us  that  they  should  come  into 
3ur  district,  over  which  they  have  no  jurisdic- 
tion, and  take  our  water,  and  then  say,  "  before 
(ve  sell  it  to  you,  we  will  consider  whether  it  is 
Qot  required  for  the  present  or  future  supply  of 
London." 

WitneasJ]  We  are  not  applying  for  taking 
ivater  from  the  County  Council  at  all. 

1218.  I  did  not  say  the  County  Council,  I  said 
)ur  district  ? — We  are  applying  to  purchase,  and 
ive  shall  only  purchase  the  Kent  Waterworks 
[Company  which  has  got  those  rights.  That  being 
io,  we  find  that  the  Kent  Waterworks  Company 
las  to  supply  London  under  certain  conditions 
^ontained  in  the  Act  of  1852,  and  the  Act  of 
1871 — constant  supply — and  there  is  a  priority  of 
ivants  necessarily  in  London  to  that  of  the  out- 
ying  districts.  Therefore,  when  we  come  to  the 
)ut lying  districts,  they  have  no  right  except 
subject  to  that  obligation  which  the  Act  of  1852 
las  imposed  upon  the  company,  they  have  no 
•ight  to  call  upon  the  Water  Company  now  to 
supply  them,  their  remedy  being  that  if  the  Kent 
r)ompany  is  unable  and  unwilling  to  supply  them 
inder  the  Act  of  1875  they  may  establish  their 
)wn  waterworks.  That  may  be  left  to  them  now, 
iiid  in  order  that  they  may  not  be  deprived, 
)eing  outside  the  county,  of  that  which  they  are 
low  getting  from  the  company,  Clause  24  confers 
ipon  them  a  power  to  give  a  notice  calling  upon 
he  Council  as  purchasers  of  the  company  to 
upply  that  which  they  are  now  supplying  and  in 
»ulk.  They  leave  the  cost  of  distribution  ;  they 
eave  the  pipes  of  distribution,  and  they  will 
imply  take,  as  Richmond  is  now  taking  from  the 
southwark  and  Vauxhall,  a  quantity  in  bulk, 
vliich  Richmond  with  its  own  wells  is  now  dis- 
ributlng  at  Richmond. 

Chairman.']  You  do  not  suggest  you  would  be 
njured  by  that  or  put  into  a  worse  position  than 
'ou  are  now,  Mr.  Clarke  Williams  ? 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams.']  Just  look,  sir,  at  the 
•osition  which  the  County  Council  presumes  to 
ake  up.  At  present,  we  have  an  abundance  of 
k'ells  with  pure  water,  and  they  say  :  "  We  are 
;oing  to  take  your  wells,  and  before  you  can 
ouch  them  we  shall  judge  whether  or  not  in  the 
ipinion  of  the  council  (that  is  the  London  County 
Council)  it  is  at  the  time  of  the  sale  or  transfer 
equired  for  the  present  or  future  supply  of 
rater  in  London  "  ;  that  is  the  metropolis. 

Chairman.]  Does  that  place  you  in  a  worse 
losition  than  you  are  at  present  as  regards  the 
k  ater  company  ? 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams.  \  Moat  certainly,  because 
he  water  company  is  bound  to  supply  us  without 
onsidering  London  at  all,  nor  have  we  got  to  go 
n  our  bended  knees,  so  to  speak,  to  ask  the 
bounty  Council  for  water.  They  have  no 
urisdiction  there  at  all ;  it  is  a  question  between 
IS  and  the  water  company ;  either  they  give  us 
n  abundant  supply,  or  we  exercise  our  powers 
irder  the  Act. 

Chairman.]  And,  as  I  understand,  that  alterna- 
ive  will  remain  to  you. 
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Witness.]  Certainly.  This  Bill  will  not  repeal 
any  provision  of  the  Public  Health  Act  of; 
1875.  '  :^ 

Chairman  ]  As  I  understand,  it  is  not  coni' 
templated  that  the  alternative  of  seeking  a 
supply  elsewhere  i(  they  failed  to  supply  you 
shall  be  taken  away  from  you. 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams.]  I  am  referring  to  our 
own  district.  The  Kent  Company  is  bound  to 
supply  us  with  water,  under  its  Act,  because  we 
are  in  its  district.  Now  the  County  Council  are 
coming,  as  they  say,  to  take  our  water,  and  are" 
not  to  be  bound  to  supply  us  at  all,  but  to  take 
the  water  for  London,  and  if  they  have  any  over, 
sell  it  back  to  us.  That  is  the  position  they  are 
trying  to  take  up  in  our  district,  although,  as  Mr. 
Harrison  pointed  out,  the  Kent  Company's  area 
is  far  more  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Kent 
County  Council  than  of  the  London  County 
Council.  There  are  as  many  as  174  square  miles 
outside,  which  are  not  in  the  London  County 
Council,  but  under  the  Kent  County  Council,  and 
the  sources  of  supply  are  also  in  our  district ; 
therefore,  we  say  we  have  a  right  to  be  con- 
sidered first,  and  not  after  London. 

Witness.]  These  wells  are  the  wells  of  the 
company  ;  they  are  not  the  wells  of  the  County 
Council  of  Kent. 

1219.  From  which  we  have  a  prior  right  of 
supply  ? — From  which  you  have  a  right  of 
supply. 

1220.  A  prior  right? — No, that  I  do  not  agi-ee 
with  ;  from  which  you  have  a  right  of  supply 
from  the  existing  company,  and  by  this  Bill  when 
the  County  Council  assume  a  purchase  will  be 
made,  it  will  be  subject  to  ail  the  rights  and 
obligations  which  the  company  is  now  under  to 
supply.  By  the  Acts  of  1852  and  1871,  there  is 
a  prior  requisition  of  constant  supply  applicable 
to  London,  and  it  must  be  which  consumes  the 
water  before  it  may  get  to  Kent  under  the  exist- 
ing system.  That  will  not  be  interfered  with, 
but  the  company  can,  if  they  choose,  give  a 
notice  to  the  council  optionally  to  supply  them 
in  bulk  if  they  are  not  satisfied  with  

Chairman.]  And  compel  you  to  do  so  ? — And 
compel  us  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams.]  I  cannot  follow  what 
Mr.  Harrison  says. 

Chairman.]  What  he  sayS'  is  that  you  can 
serve  a  notice  under  this  Bill  which  we  are  now 
considering  to  compel  them  to  supply  you  with 
the  water  in  bulk,  if  you  are  not  satisfied  with 
the  supply  you  are  getting. 

Mr.  Clarke  W  illiams.]  That  is  not  enough  for 
me.  It  is  quite  true  I  can  exercise  those  powers, 
but  it  is  those  powers  I  object  to.  They  leave 
me  in  a  worse  position  than  I  was.  First  of  all, 
qua  the  local  authorities  for  whom  I  appear,  it 
takes  away  the  right  altogether  to  supply  them- 
selves if  the  supply  of  the  company  is  not  satis- 
factory. Secondly,  it  takes  away  the  right  to 
deal  with  the  company ;  and  thirdly,  qua  the 
whole  district,  they  take  away  our  water  and 
consider  London  before  considering  us,  although 
it  is  our  water  ;  that  is  putting  it  shortly. 

Witriess.]  If  I  may  refer  the  Committee  to  the 
end  of  Clause  16,  "  From  and  after  the  date  of 
K  2  transfer 
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transfer  the  council  shall  hold  the  undertaking, 
and  may  exercise  the  righis,  powers,  authorities 
and  privileges  of  the  Lambeth  Company,  subject 
to  all  the  duties,  obligations  and  liabilities  of  the 
Lambeth  Company  under  the  recited  Acts,  or 
any  of  them,  in  like  manner^  mutatis  mutandis,  as 
if  they  Avere  the  Lambeth  Company  "—that 
would  be  the  Kent  Company  in  this  case. 

1221.  "May  exercise"?  —  One  moment. 
"  Subject  to  all  the  duties,  obligations  and 
liabilities  of  the  Lambeth  Company  under  the 
recited  Acts,  or  any  of  them,  in  like  manner, 
mutatis  mutandis,  as  if  they  were  the  Lambeth 
Company." 

1222.  "  Shall  hold  the  undertaking,  and  may 
exercise  "  are  the  words  ? — Exactly,  but  it  is 
subject  to  these  obligations. 

1223.  "May  exercise,"  not  "shall"?— But 
you  can  only  exercise  them  subject  to  those  obli- 
gations. This  clause  is  perfectly  clear,  it  does 
not  alter  the  obligations  in  any  way. 

C/iairman.l  I  think  I  understand  your  point 
now. 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

1224.  If  you  please,  sir.  (To  the  Witness.) 
Generally  upon  that,  can  you  give  any  definite 
reason  why  the  Kent  County  Council  should  not, 
in  the  first  instance,  either  directly  buy  the  Kent 
Company,  or  at  any  rate  be  a  party  to  the  pur- 
chase, and  so  save  the  expense  of  a  double  arbi- 
tration and  a  double  transfer? — If  Parliament 
had  sanctioned,  and  the  County  Council  had  got 
a  Bill  to  purchase  the  Kent  Company,  and  to  sell 
such  area  as  is  within  the  county,  we  should  then 
have  been  in  a  position  to  consider  it. 

1225.  "  Consider  it "  ;  but  taking  that  assump- 
tion, can  you  tell  me  now  what  your  opinion  is  ? 
— No,  I  cannot. 

1226.  You  cannot  give  me  any  opinion  as  to 
whether  you  think  we  are  entitled  ? — No. 

1227.  Can  you  give  me  any  reason  why  we 
should  not  be  entitled  in  that  case  ? — Nothing 
has  prevented  you,  except  your  inability  to 
promote  Bills. 

1228.  But  suppose  we  did  come  to  Parliament 
in  combination,  and  asked  Parliament  to  make  a 
water  authority  for  that  district  (and  I  may  tell 
you  that  the  district  is  prepared  to  do  that,  so 
perhaps  you  will  take  that  from  me  as  an  assump- 
tion upon  which  to  base  your  answer),  can  you 
give  any  reason  why  the  Kent  County  Council 
or  the  water  authority  should  not  be  in  the  first 
instance  a  party  to  the  purchase  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  I  do  not  want  to  inter- 
fere unduly  

Chairman.]  I  think  it  is  a  fair  question, 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  And  germane  to  this 
Bill? 

Chairman.]  Yes,  we  discussed  that  matter  a 
short  time  ago. 

Witness.]  The  answer  I  give  to  that  question 
is  this,  that  if  the  Kent  County  Council  were,  in 
answer  to  our  suggestion  and  offer  of  treating 
them  on  the  basis  of  the  Surrey  County  Council 
agreement,  to  make  a  counter  proposal  that  they 
should  have  a  Water  Trust  for  the  area  outside 
the  county,  not  the  slightest  objection  would  be 
made ;  it  is  immaterial  to  us. 


Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

1229.  You  admit,  I  suppose,  that  the  position  of 
Kent  is  diff'erent  fr  om  that  of  Surx'ey.  1  will  give 
you  three  reasons  why  it  is  different.  First,  you 
have  told  us  yourself  there  are  174  square  miles  of 
area  outside  London.  Secondly,  they  have  all  the 
sources  of  supply  sufficient  for  their  needs,  which 
Surrey  has  not  ;  and  thirdly,  as  I  have  told  you, 
they  are  prepared  to  become  the  water  authority, 
which  the  Surrey  County  Council  is  not  prepared 
to  do.  Do  not  those  three  grounds  constitute 
good  reasons  for  treating  Kent  diflTerently  from 
Surrey  ? — They  would  be  good  reasons  tor  our 
considering  the  counter  proposal. 

1230.  Answer  the  question  ? — I  do  not  know,, 
and  I  have  not  given  

1231.  Are  they,  or  are  they  not,  in  your  judg- 
ment good  grounds  for  treating  Kent  differently 
from  Surrey  ? — No,  they  may  be  good  considera- 
tions for  approaching  the  negotiations  from  that 
point  of  view.  The  second  question  that  the 
learned  counsel  accepted  was  that  the  Kent 
County  Council  had  got  sufficient  water  from  the 
present  sources  of  supply  in  Kent.  That  is  an 
engineering  question.    I  do  not  know  it. 

1232.  But  I  am  not  asking  you  engineering 
questions,  I  asked  you  to  assume  that  ? — That  is. 
exactly  what  I  cannot  assume  :  it  is  a  fact  the 
engineer  would  be  able  to  speak  about,  because 
he  has  investigated  it. 

1233.  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  said  he  was  pre- 
pared to  negotiate  with  us  on  the  lines  of  the 
Surrey  agreement? — I  quite  agree. 

1234.  And  I  was  asking  whether  there  are 
certain  grounds  for  diverging  from  the  Surrey 
agreement? 

Chairman.]  The  Witness  admits  there  are 
differences,  but  that,  I  think,  is  as  far  as  you  can 
put  it. 

Witness.]  There  are  differences,  certainly. 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

1235.  You  have  several  times  informed  the 
Committee  that  in  your  opinion  there  is  a 
monopoly  for  the  water  companies  outside 
London,  and  not  in  ? — Yes. 

1236.  Have  you  any  other  reason  for  that 
except  Section  52  of  the  Public  Health  Act,  the 
section  you  have  referred  to  so  often  ? — I  rely 
upon  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Fitzgerald,  which  has 
been  alluded  to.    I  concur  in  that  opinion. 

1237.  Can  you  give  me  yourself  any  other 
authority  but  Section  52  of  the  Public  Health 
Act.  For  instance,  the  water  companies  make 
no  distinction,  do  they,  between  the  two  sides  of 
the  present  border  of  the  county  of  London  ? — 
Yes,  they  do. 

1238.  Where,  how  could  they  ;  when  was  the 
present  county  of  London  made? — In  1852  the 
metropolis  was  the  same  area  as  the  county  is 
now,  and  was  subject  to  the  Metropolis  Act  of 
1852.    It  was  so  defined  then. 

1239.  Can  you  point  to  any  section  in  the 
Water  Companies  Acts  which  draws  a  distinction 
at  the  boundary  of  the  metropolis,  and  says  the 
supply  is  different  on  either  side  ? — Yes,  that 
section  which  is  in  all  the  Acts  in  1852  of  the 
water  companies  says  that  they  are  to  be  subject 
to  any  general  Act  which  may  be  passed  by  the 
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Mr.  Clarke  Williams — continued, 
then  present  or  future  Parliament,  and  the  Act 
of  1852  was  passed  cotemporaneously  with  those 
Acts. 

1240.  Am  1  not  right  in  suggesting  that  the 
metropolis  was  first  constituted  in  1855  ? — No; 
you  will  find,  if  you  will  refer  to  the  Act  of  1852, 
that  the  metropolis,  which  is  the  same  area, 
was  established  by  that  Act.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  it. 

1241.  Can  you  refer  me  to  any  section  which 
draws  a  distinction  between  the  two  sides  of  the 
boundai-y  ? — I  was  answering  that  question  ;  I 
thought  I  had  answered  it  perfectly  clearly.  All 
the  Water  Companies  Acts  in  and  after  1852 
declared  that  they  were  to  be  subject  to  any 
general  law  passed  in  the  session  of  1852,  or  sub- 
sequently. That  therefore  made  the  Kent  Com- 
pany and  other  companies,  after  1852,  liable  to 
that  provision  of  1852,  and  it  also  made  them 
liable  to  the  general  Act  of  1871.  There  are 
different  liabilities  and  duties  under  both  of 
those  two  public  Acts  which  are  inapplicable 
outside  the  county,  and  in  that  way  you  get  a 
division. 

1242.  But  does  any  one  of  the  answers  which 
you  have  given  go  to  this  point,  that  there  is  a 
monopoly  outside  London, in  the  Kent  Company's 
district,  which  there  is  not  within  — Yes. 

1243.  I  should  like  you  to  refer  me  to  the 
Section,  because  I  have  searched  and  cannot  find 
it  ?—  I  say  that  they  are  subject  in  London  to  a 
different  set  of  conditions  to  what  they  are 
outside. 

1244.  I  will  not  pursue  that.  Let  me  come  to 
Section  52  of  the  Public  Health  Act,  1875.  You 
have  relied  on  that  more  than  once  as  establishing 
a  monopoly  for  the  companies  outside  London,  is 
not  that  so  ?  -That,  taken  in  conjunction  with 
private  Acts,  certainly. 

1245.  But  to  the  Committee  you  have  relied 
on  that  section  several  times,  as  showing  that 
there  is  monopoly  outside  which  does  not  exist 
inside  ;  do  you  still  adhere  to  that  opinion  ? — 
Yes. 

1246.  First  of  all,  does  that  section  apply  to 
any  competitor  whatever  except  to  one  of  the 
new  local  authorities  established  by  that  Act  ? — 
I  think  so. 

1247.  Will  you  look  at  it,  please? — Is  it  not 
merely  a  restriction  on  the  new  competition  then 
created  by  Parliament,  or  what  would  have  been 
a  new  competition,  but  for  this  saving  clause 
against  the  water  companies  by  founding  a  large 
number  of  new  authorities  outside  the  metropolis, 
who,  of  course,  as  regards  the  urban  authorities, 
would  have  the  best  parts  of  the  companies'  districts? 
— No,  because  the  clauses  as  rciiards  water  in 
1875  are  very  nearly  identical  with  those  in  the 
Public  Health  Act  of  1848. 

1248.  That  may  be? — I  can  give  you  the 
clause,  if  you  like. 

1249.  But  is  it  not  the  fact  that  it  is  only  a 
restriction,  and  that  a  partial  restriction,  upon 
local  authorities,  and  not  upon  any  other  com- 
petitor ? — No. 

1250.  Can  you  tell  me  what  other  competition 
with  water  companies,  besides  local  authorities, 
are  touched  by  Section  52  of  the  Public  Health 
Act  of  1875  ?— I  really  do  not  follow  the 
question. 

1251.  The  question  is  a  very  simple  one? — I 
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am  not  complaining  of  i^  I  only  say  I  do  not 
follow  it. 

1252.  You  said  it  restricted  general  competi- 
tion. I  put  it  to  you  that  the  section  only 
restricts  competition  by  local  authorities,  and  I 
ask  you,  can  you  tell  me  any  other  competition 
than  a  local  authority  who  is  restricted  by  that 
section?  — No,  I  should  think  not. 

1253.  Then  I  may  take  it  you  do  not  now 
maintain  that  that  section  does  create  a  monopoly 
outside  the  metropolis  .' — It  is  no  good  going 
over  the  matter  over  and  over  again.  I  have 
told  you  that  in  my  opinion,  in  conjunction  with 
the  private  Acts  

1254.  I  did  not  ask  you  in  conjunction.  Will 
you  take  that  section,  look  at  it,  and  an.swer  my 
question  ? — I  have  read  the  section,  and  I  know 
it  perfectly  well. 

1255.  It  is  Section  52  ? — 1  know  the  section, 
and  I  will  do  anything  I  can  to  assist  you. 

1256.  Is  not  all  that  that  section  says,  this  : 
that  a  local  authority  shall  not  compete  with  a 
water  company  as  long  as  it  is  able  and  willing 
to  give  a  sufficient  supply  for  all  reasonable  pur- 
poses, or  words  to  that  effect? — Yes. 

1257.  And  that  does  not  touch  any  other 
competitor  but  a  local  authority  therefore,  does 
it  ? — That  section  does  not. 

1258.  It  is  perfectly  feasible,  therefore,  for 
there  to  be  a  competition  in  the  outside  district 
of  Kent,  is  it  not? — No;  not  without  Parlia- 
mentary powers. 

1259.  Pardon  me;  take,  for  instance,  a  land- 
owner who  has  a  large  estate  with  private  roads  ; 
— Certainly. 

1260.  There  are  such,  you  know  ? — Yes; 
quite  so. 

1261.  Then  competition  is  possible  outside 
London  ? — If  you  call  that  competition,  yes.  It 
is  not  a  sale  simply  because  a  private  owner 
sinks  a  well  or  makes  his  own  waterworks.  No 
public  authority  could  expend  money  without 
statutory  powers  enabling  them  to  do  so. 

1262.  With  regard  to  Beckenham,  do  you 
know  that  the  population  of  the  Beckenham 
Urban  District  is  20,000/.  and  that  it  happens 
to  be  supplied  by  the  Lambeth  Water  Com- 
pany ?  Would  there  be  any  objection  on  the 
part  of  the  Council  to  transfer  that  part  over  to 
the  same  authority  as  to  the  other  part  of  the 
Kent  outside  district  ? — I  should  think  not  on 
the  lines  of  Surrey. 

1263.  I  did  not  ask  you  to  qualify  it  upon  the 
lines  of  Surrey. 

Chftirman.]  Why  do  you  go  into  this  particu- 
lar matter  of  Beckenham  ?  I  do  not  see  how  it 
affects  the  matter. 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams.'\  It  is  in  the  Lambeth 
water  district,  and  the  Lambeth  Bill  is  before 
you,  but  it  is  in  the  Kent  County  Council 
system. 

Chairman.^  Quite  so  ;  I  had  forgotten  that. 
Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

1264.  (To  the  Witness.)  Would  the  London 
County  Council  have  any  objection  to  the  trans- 
fer of  that  piece,  whether  with  or  without  water, 
to  the  Kent  County  Council,  or  the  water 
authority  for  the  district? — It  is  offered  under 
the  section  of  the  Bill. 

K  3  1265.  Pardon 
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Mr.  Clarke  Williams — continued. 

1265.  Pardon  me  ;  1  am  not  going  to  the 
section  of  the  Bill.  Would  they  object  to  a 
complete  transfer  and  severenCe ;  understand 
me,  I  do  not  mean  under  the  Bill  so  that  they 
would  have  nothing  more  to  do  with  it  ;  to  the 
Kent  County  Council. 

1266.  Severence  of  that  portion  from  their 
district  in  Avhich  they  supply  water  ?— Severence 
of  what  are  you  speaking  of;  water  powers  ? 

1267.  Everything,  cut  it  clean  off;  take  it 
away  from  your  district  and  hand  it  over  to  us? 
■T^But  how  can  1  cut  off  a  water  supply. 

1268.  I  do  not  ask  you  from  an  engineering 
point  of  view ;  I  ask  you  whether  that  being  out- 
side their  district,  and  coming  within  the  general 
principle  enunciated  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne, 
that  you  did  not  want  to  be  the  water  authority 
outside  your  district,  you  will  concede  to  Becken- 
ham  the  right  of  taking  that  piece  into  Kent,  to 
which  it  belongs  ? — Certainly  the  distributing 
works. 

1269.  That  is  not  what  I  asked? — I  know  of 
no  power  which  is  especially  appropriate  to  the 
Beckenham  Board  ;  the  engineer  may  be  able  to 
tell  you  ;  I  cannot. 

•;j  1270.  In  this  case  there  is  a  power,  because 
jiere  we  have  a  local  authority  with  powers  under 
the  Public  Health  Act  to  supply.  Would  you 
have  any  objection  to  handing  it,  over  to  the 
local  authority  ? — ^We  do  not  care  to  what 
authority  it  goes. 

1271.  You  fence  with  my  question.  I  ask 
you,  are  they  willing  to  concede  our  right  to  take 
that  piece  right  over,  so  as  not  to  be  mixed  up  with 
London  rates  or  London  water  in  any  way  ? — 
;Certainly,  you  cannot  take  the  water  that  is 
coming  through  to  Croydon  ;  you  cannot  sever 
that. 

1272.  Assuming  we  can  supply  it  with  water, 
are  you  willing,  as  a  matter  of  principle,  to  allow 
that  small  bit  to  be  knocked  off? — If  you  can 
supply  it  with  water,  you  have  no  need  to  serve 
the  notices  under  the  24tli  Section  to  require 
any  council  to  supply  you,  and  under  the  22nd 
Section  you  have  the  power  of  acquiring  by 
^arbitration  the  distributing  works. 

_j  127.3.  You  know,  as  well  as  I  do,  that  there  is 
no  power  in  your  Bill  to  do  this  ;  and  I  ask  you 
whether,  as  a  matter  of  principle,  you  are  willing 
to  either  concede  that  we  should  be  entitled  to 
take  that  little  piece  of  Kent  back  into  Kent, 
and  supply  it  ourselves.  I  want  the  whole  of  it ; 
its  pipes,  rights,  and  powers? — There  are  no 
rights  of  supply  exclusively  with  regard  to 
that. 

1274.  What  do  you  mean  by  that  "  there  are 
no  rights  of  supply  exclusively  with  regard  to 
that"? — There  is  no  supply  from  the  Thames 
that  goes  to  feied  Beckenham  district  exclusively. 

ii^fTDoO   vlmit  Chairman. 

1275.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say  you  would 
not  be  willing  to  do  as  is  suggested  ? —  Quite  so  ; 
you  physically  cannot  do  it. 

Cross-examined  by  Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

1276.  Just  a  few  questions  on  behalf  of  the 
Middlesex  County  Council.  On  general  prin- 
ciples, I  am  not  quite  sure  that  I  follow  how  far 
you  agree  with  what  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  laid 


Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued, 
do  wn  as  general  principles.    Do  you  agree,  as  a 
general  principle,  that  London  should  not  have 
any  jurisdiction  in  the  counties  outside  London  ? 

Chairman.]  Are  you  appearing  for  the  pro- 
prietors of  the  West  Middlesex  Waterworks  ? 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

1277.  No,  sir  ;  I  appear  for  the  Middlesex 
County  Council.  (To  the  Witness)  :  Do  you 
agree,  as  a  general  principle,  that  London  should 
not  have  any  jurisdiction  in  the  counties  outside 
London  ? — :if  you  take  over  that  portion  which 
is  outside  the  county,  of  course. 

1278.  But  do  vou  agree,  as  a  general  principle, 
that  that  is  a  desirable  ideal  ?— The  ideal  of 
Surrey  is  based  on  that,  and  that  we  should 
desire  to  apply  to  Middlesex. 

1279.  Of  course  that  would  be  a  matter  of 
discussion  afterwards  ?— It  is  a  matter  of  applica- 
tion. 

1280.  Taking  that  to  be  the  effect  of  the 
Surrey  agreement,  you  do  adhere  to  that  as  a 
general  principle,  do  you  not? — Yes. 

1281.  It  is,  is  it  not,  in  accordance  with  what 
Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee  reported  ? — 
That  I  cannot  say  \  you  must  draw  your  own 
conclusion  about  that. 

1282.  That  the  supply  of  water  should  be 
undev  the  control  of  a  public  authority  which 
represented  the  interests  and  commanded  the 
confidence  of  the  water  consumers.  The  London 
County  Council  does  not  represent  the  interests 
and  not  necessarily  commands  the  confidence 
of  the  water  consumers  outside.  I  have  no 
desire  to  say  anything  against  them.  Do  you 
follow  my  question  ?  — Quite,  I  should  have 
thought  they  did,  because  in  the  case  of  Surrey 
they  are  working  with  us. 

1283.  But  they  do  not  represent  them  in  the 
sense  of  being  a  representative  body  ? — Of  course 
not. 

1284.  Theoretically,  no  doubt,  it  might  work 
out  all  right,  but  practically  there  might  be  a 
considerable  disadvantage  to  the  outside  authori- 
ties in  having  London  substituted  for  the  water- 
works companies  as  the  suppliers  of  those  dis- 
tricts ? — I  do  not  think  so.  Of  course  it  would  be 
their  own  wish  and  desire  to  do  it,  because,  as  far 
as  the  Council  is  concerned,  they  are  quite  ready 
to  leave  the  outside  authorities  to  manage  their 
own  affairs. 

1285.  I  do  not  think  you  followed  what  I  said. 
Supposing  as  the  result  of  circumstances — which 
I  will  go  into  in  a  minute — that  the  effect  of  this 
Bill  will  be  to  put  these  outside  authorities  under 
London,  do  you  or  do  you  not  agree  with  me  in 
saying  that  it  would  be  a  disadvantage  to  sub- 
stitute for  the  water  companies  the  London 
County  Council  ? — I  say  I  do  not  think  it  would 
be  a  disadvantage  if  they  chose  voluntarily  to  put 
themselves  in  that  position. 

1286.  That  is  not  quite  an  answer.  I  wish 
you  to  give  me  an  answer  without  the  proviso  at 
the  end  of  it.  Do  you  or  do  you  not  think  it  a 
disadvantage,  apart  from  whether  they  choose  to 
do  it  or  not  ? — No,  I  do  not. 

I2S7.  The  interests  of  those  whom  the  London 
County  Council  represent  are  not  the  sarnie 
interests  as  those  whom  the  Middlesex  County 
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Council  represents,  are  thej? — ^On  all  points  as 
regards  water,  no. 

1288.  That  has  been  an  opinion  expressed 
more  than  once,  I  think,  by  Water  Committees 
of  the  London  County  Council  ? — I  think  so. 

1289.  For  instance,  supposing  the  London 
County  Council  adopted  the  scheme  of  supplying 
free  water  to  the  poorer  districts  of  London,  in 
order  to  make  two  ends  meet,  would  not  there 
be  a  temptation  to  impose  a  higher  rate  on  the 
outside  authorities? — You  know  the  Middlesex 
county  do  not  come  into  contact  with  the  com- 
panies which  do  supply  the  poorer  districts.  The 
two  water  companies,  the  Grand  Junction  and 
the  West  Middlesex,  I  am  not  aware  do  supply 
the  poorer  districts  within  their  area,  or  could 
possibly  do  it. 

1290.  Surely  you  are  not  goiny^  to  tell  the 
Committee  that  there  is  no  portion  of  the  dis- 
tricts which  the  West  Middlesex  and  the  Grand 
Junction  supply,  which  is  not  a  poor  district; 
what  about  Lisson  Grove  ? — Not  in  the  sense  in 
which  you  used  it.  I  do  not  know  any  aggrega- 
tion of  district  in  the  west  end  of  London  which 
can  be  called  a  poor  district. 

1291.  Generally  it  might  be  the  case,  might  it 
not  ?  Take  the  New  River  Company  which 
supplies  an  enormous  mass  of  poor  districts ; 
supposing  the  London  County  Council  elected 
to  supply  those  poor  districts  free,  would  it  not 
be  under  a  temptation  to  raise  the  rates  in  the 
outside  districts  in  order  to  compensate  for  the 
loss  it  would  so  suffer  in  supplying  the  poor 
districts  free  ;  that  is  to  say,  charge  the  maximum 
rates  which  are  not  charged  at  present  ? — 01' 
course  as  regards  a  water  area  of  each  particular 
company,  they  might  exercise  a  ditFerent  rate  of 
charge  inside  the  county  to  that  which  they 
imposed  outside. 

1292.  In  the  same  way,  supposing  the  London 
County  Council  elected  to  go  to  Wales  for  a 
fresh  supply  of  water,  and  they  were  anxious  to 
throw  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  that  Welsh  supply 
on  the  outside  districts,  would  it  not  be  within 
their  power,  as  the  water  authority,  to  put  con- 
siderable pressure  on  the  outside  districts  ? — No; 
it  would  be  entirely  a  question  for  Parliament  to 
deal  with  when  that  application  was  made. 

1293.  I  say  supposing  they  had  obtained  the 
supply,  and  they  vvere  anxious  to  force  the  out- 
side districts  ? — They  could  not  force  them  with- 
out Parliament  was  so  pleased. 

1294.  I  do  not  say  they  could  technically 
force  it,  but  they  could  make  it  very  unpleasant 
for  the  outside  districts  if  they  chose,  could  they 
not  ? — How  ? 

1295.  By  supplying  the  least  possible  quantity 
of  water  at  the  largest  possible  charge  ? — No, 
you  are  under  an  Act  by  which  you  are  to 
supply  a  full  and  sufficient  quantity,  and  there 
can  be  no  doubt  

1296.  Forgive  me,  that  is  not  the  provision  of 
your  Bill  ? — It  is  the  provision  of  the  Bill, 
because  that  is  the  provision  and  liability  of  the 
present  water  companies  of  which  we  might  be 
the  transferee. 

1297.  That  is  not  the  provision  of  Section  24 
6f  the  Bill,  but  I  will  come  1o  that  in  a  moment 
—I  will  coih6  to  it  in  fact  now.  Is  not  the 
'general  scheme  of  this  Bill  that  the  London 
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County  Council  should  buy  up  the  undertaking 
of  the  Lambeth  Water  Company,  and  then  either 
by  agreement  or  by  compulsion  re-sell  a  portion 
or  the  whole  of  tliat  undertaking  to  the  lopal 
authority? — By  the  Bill,  no,  not  as  framed,  -orf-'r 

1298.  Is  not  that  so? — No,  only  to  sell  the 
distributing  works  in  the  area. 

1299.  Have  you  considered  Section  23  ? — Yes, 
it  is  limited.    The  other  is  an  option. 

1300.  Section  23  is  limited  to  distributing 
works  ? — "  May  enter  into  agreements." 

1301.  However,  I  do  not  care  much  about> 
Section  23  ? — It  is  optional,  and  it  is  limited  to 
the  distributinof  works  and  to  the  sale  or  transfer 
of  such  portion  of  the  undertaking  as  is  not 
wanted  for  London.  Under  Section  24  the 
Council  being  liable  to  all  the  obligations  under 
Section  16  of  the  Lambeth  Company's  Act  with 
regard  to  supply,  you  may,  having  got  your  dis- 
tributing works,  if  you  do  not  want  to  establish 
your  own  works,  take  it  even  in  bulk,  and  make 
your  own  charges.  We  give  the  remedy  for  any 
difference  of  charge  in  your  power  to  take  the 
water  in  bulk  ;  there  is  no  question  as  to  the 
charges  being  different  in  London  to  what  they 
are  iu  the  outside  area  ;  the  local  authority  would 
establish  its  own  charge. 

1302.  Then  your  suggestion  to  the  Committee 
is.  That  supposing  there  was  any  attempt  at 
differentiatinuf  the  ciiargres  between  London  and 
the  outside  areas,  it  could  be  set  right  by  the 
powers  under  Section  24  ? — Certainly,  you  would 
say,  "  Give  us  so  much  water  in  bulk  upon  these 
terms  ;  "  then^  you  have  the  disti'ibuting  works, 
and  you  would  make  your  own  charge. 

1303.  Is  that  what  you  wish  the  Committee  to 
understand  ? — Certainly. 

1304.  Let  me  point  out  that  Section  24  only 
provides  for  a  quantity  of  not  less  than  25  nor 
more  than  35  gallons  a  day  ? — Yes. 

1305.  If  in  any  district  it  may  be  shown,  as  I 
believe  it  can  be  shown,  that  a  very  very  much 
larger  quantity  than  35  gallons  a  day  is  required, 
that  would  give  the  precise  power  I  am  pointing 
to  on  the  part  of  the  London  County  Council  to 
put  pressure  on  that  district  ? — You  must  ask  all 
these  questions  as  to  quantities  of  the  engineer, 
but  I  believe  you  will  find  that  35  gallons  a  day 
would  consume  the  whole  of  the  power  and  more 
of  water  supply  wlijch  this  company  has  got. 

1306.  You  have  introduced  the  engineering 
point,  but  assuming  I  am  right  about  it,  that  is 
so,  is  it  not.  The  Loudon  County  Council  could 
put  pressure  on  such  a  district  by  declining  to 
supply  more  than  the  35  gallons  per  day  ?- — It 
preserves  your  rights.  The  engineer  will  answer 
that. 

1307.  I  see  that  you  limit  its  compulsory 
power  to  two  years,  why  is  that? — Because  we 
have  to  make  arrangements  to  know  whether 
you  are  going  to  pay  a  portion  of  the  purchase- 
money  or  not,  and  whether  you  are  going  to  take 
the  quantity  in  bulk  or  not,  because  the  supply 
in  bulk  depends  upon  the  vast  number  of  circum- 
stances and  adjustments  which  the  engineer  will 
enter  into — to  considerations  about  reservoirs, 
the  economy  of  reservoirs,  and  instead  of  having 
two  companies  with  their  reservoirs  close  to  one 
another,  one  may  be  used  for  one  and  another 
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for  another  area,  and  there  would  be  adaptabilities 
of  those  sorts  which  would  make  a  considerable 
difference. 

l.'^OS.  Is  not  this  possibly  a  reason,  too:  that 
when  you  have  introduced  the  Welsh  supply, 
the  value  of  the  water  undertaking  will  be  com- 
paratively little  to  you  ? — I  do  not  know  ;  we 
have  no  Welsh  supply  yet. 

1309.  You  have  not ;  but  I  understand,  from 
my  perusal  of  the  County  Council  litei'ature,  you 
contemplate  getting  one  very  early  ? — 1  do  not 
think  so.  I  do  not  think  we  have  any  report  on 
any  scheme. 

1310.  Possibly  not  a  report  ? — No,  it  is  a 
matter  of  investigation. 

Chairman. 

1311.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say  now  that 
you  do  not  contemplate  seeking  for  a  new  supply 
of  water,  either  from  Wales  or  anywhere  else 
outside  the  Thames  and  Lea? — No,  I  did  not 
say  that.  Oh,  no.  I  said  the  matter  was  being 
investigated.  Lord  Robert  Cecil  put  to  me  the 
question  as  to  whether  there  was  any  report  on 
the  Welsh  scheme,  and  I  said  no ;  at  least,  I 
have  never  seen  one. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

1312.  Do  you  say  the  County  Council  are  not 
going  to  Wales  ? — J.  do  not  know  where  they  are 
going  to  whilst  investigations  are  being  made. 

1313.  But  you  are  going  somewhere? — We 
are  investigating  the  questions,  and  until  those 
investigations  are  completed  I  cannot  give  you 
any  answer. 

1314.  There  are,  then,  one  or  two  questions  as 
to  this  transfer  from  the  London  County  Council 
to  the  local  authority.  I  see  you  do  not  put 
anything  in  Clause  6  with  reference  to  that 
arbitration  ? — I  do  not  follow  the  question. 

1315.  I  am  referring  now  to  the  last  paragraph 
of  Section  24,  which  provides  for  the  compulsory 
sale  to  the  local  authority  of  certain  portions  of 
the  water  undertaking  at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by 
arbitration.  Do  you  provide  that  the  terms  of 
Clause  6  shall  apply  to  that  arbitration  ? — No. 

1316.  Why  not  ? — Because  we  shall  have 
already  bought ;  and  the  particular  thing  under 
Clause  6  of  the  arbitration  is  limited  to  one  par- 
ticular portion  of  the  particular  words  which  can 
be  valued  out  easily  enough  ;  I  mean,  if  you 
value  distributing  works,  it  is  so  many  pipes  laid 
down  so  much ;  it  is  a  valuation,  and  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  supply  or  rental,  or  anything  of 
the  kind,  it  is  actual  value  ;  an  engineering  ques- 
tion.   It  has  nothing  to  do  with  Clause  6. 

1317.  Do  you  say  that  the  provision  in 
Clause  6,  which  provides  that  no  allowance  shall 
be  made  for  compulsory  sale,  is  not  applicable  to 
such  an  arbitration  ? — I  do  not  think  it  is. 

1318.  Why  not  ? — You  are  only  to  pay  the 
value  of  the  distributing  works. 

1319.  That  is  all  you  are  to  pay  under  any 
arbitration  ? — This  is  a  voluntary  clause  submitted 
to  by  the  Council,  and  we  are  willing  sellers. 

1320.  Do  you  say  that  this  Section  24  is  a 
voluntary  clause  ? — Yes. 

1321.  But  it  is  not  a  voluntary  clause  ? — I  say 
it  is  voluntarily  ofi'ered  by  the  Gpuncil,  therefore 
we  are  willing  sellers. 
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1322.  Now  you  are  giving  a  different  reason 
for  not  putting  in  the  provision  of  Section  6  : 
This  is  a  concession  the  County  Council  are 
pleased  to  make  ? — Not  a  concession  the  Countv 
Council  are  pleased  to  make.  The  intention  of 
the  County  Council  with  regard  to  the  10  per 
cent,  is  in  your  favour,  because  the  supply  of 
water  will  be  so  much  the  cheaper  the  cheaper  it 
is  bought. 

1323.  I  am  not  all  complaining  of  the  provi- 
sions of  Clause  6,  that  is  no  part  of  my  case.  As 
representing  the  Middlesex  County  Council,  I 
do  not  care  what  bargain,  or  want  of  bargain,  you 
make  with  the  water  companies,  but  I  am  asking 
you  why  we  should  not  have  the  benefit  of  what 
you  regard  as  fair  when  dealing  with  the  water 
companies.  Why  is  it  fair  to  deal  with  the 
water  companies  on  one  basis,  and  the  local 
authorities,  when  you  are  a  seller,  on  a  different 
basis  ? — One  is  a  purchase  relating  to  the  whole 
undertaking,  and  I  say  with  regard  to  this  clause 
we  are  willing  vendors,  and  I  cannot  conceive 
that  any  10  per  cent,  will  be  added. 

1324.  And  you  can  give  me  no  better  answer 
than  that  in  one  case  you  are  sellers,  and  in  the 
other  buyers  ? — Willing  sellers  of  a  particularly 
small  article,  which  can  be  valued  to  a  pound  by 
experts. 

1325.  I  do  not  see  that  you  are  willing  sellers 
makes  any  difference  ?^ — I  beg  pardon,  there  is 
10  per  cent,  on  compulsory  sale. 

1326.  What  is  the  meaning  of  the  last  sentence 
of  Section  24  :  "  And  to  any  protection  afforded 
to  the  Lambeth  Company  under  the  Public 
Health  Act,  1875,  in  respect  of  so  much  of  their 
district  and  is  within  the  control  of  such  local 
authority  "  ? — That  is  a  provision  to  prevent  any- 
thing being  said  in  this  Act,  that  it  has  altered 
the  law  of  the  Public  Health  Act  of  1875. 

1327.  In  fact,  then,  it  is  a  provision  to  upset 
that  case  which  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  told  us  of 
the  Kirkleatham  Local  Board  and  Stockton  and 
Middlesborough  ?  —  1  was  not  present,  and 
I  really  do  not  recollect  what  you  are  re- 
ferring to. 

1328.  At  any  rate,  what  you  say  is,  that  that 
is  in  order  to  enable  you  to  change  your  statutory 
monopoly  outside  London,  which  you  will  have 
from  the  companies,  is  not  that  it  ? — No,  what  I 
say  is  that  that  proviso  is  to  preserve  exactly, 
and  so  that  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  at  all  affect 
the  Public  Health  Act  of  1875. 

1329.  But  surely  is  not  the  effect  of  that  de- 
signed to  be  that  you  are  to  be  able  to  charge 
for  the  monopoly  which  you  will  take  over  from 
the  Lambeth  Company  in  the  outside  district  ? — 
No.  I  see  the  point  now  that  your  question  has 
directed  attention  to.  That  is  to  meet  this  con- 
dition of  things.  It  is  contended,  and  I  believe 
successfully,  each  company  under  the  Act  of 
1875  is  entitled  to  say,  so  long  as  we  are  able 
and  willing  to  supply  you,  the  local  authority 
shall  not  set  that  up.  Therefore,  when  we  come 
to  purchase  the  undertaking,  it  may  be  that  the 
companies  may  say :  "  We  have  a  clear  mono- 
poly as  regards  the  outside  area,  and  you  are 
going  to  purchase  us,  and,  therefore,  that 
monopoly  is  worth  something,  and  you  may  take 
that  into  consideration."    And   the  arbitrator 
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might  award  a  certain  sum  for  the  purchase  of 
that  monopoly  which  exists  in  that  outside  area, 
which  is  a  growing  area,  and  the  area  in  which 
the  future  population  will  come  and  will  increase. 
Therefore,  it  is  that  this  proviso  is  inserted,  so 
that  in  fixing  the  amount  of  any  price  or  con- 
sideration to  be  paid  by  the  local  authority  under 
this  part  of  the  Act  to  the  Council,  the  arbi- 
trator shall  have  regard  to  any  award  made  in 
the  arbitration  between  the  company  and  the 
Council,  and  to  any  circumstances  specially 
affecting  the  district  of  such  local  authority,  or 
to  any  protection  afforded  to  the  company  imder 
the  Public  Health  Act,  1875,  in  respect  of  so 
much  of  their  district  as  is  within  the  control  of 
such  local  authority.  That  is  to  say,  that  if  we, 
the  purchasing  company,  have  paid  for  the 
abolition  of  the  monopoly  in  that  outside  area, 
and  the  outside  area  are  taking  that  portion  of 
the  outside  undertaking,  the  arbitrator  shall 
have  regard  to  any  circumstances  mentioned  in 
the  award,  wdth  regard  to  the  payment  made  for 
the  abolition  of  that  particular  monopoly. 

1330.  If  I  may  venture  to  get  this  quite 
plainly,  becaxise  it  is  an  important  matter,  what 
I  understand  you  to  say  is  that  the  County 
Council  will  lake  over  the  monopoly,  or  what 
has  been  called  the  monopoly,  of  the  Lambeth 
Company  in  the  outside  districts,  and  when  it 
resells  to  the  local  authority  you  say  it  is  fair 
they  should  be  paid  for  it.  Is  that  your  point  ? 
— No  ;  we  say  that  in  the  arbitration  the  arbi- 
trator shall  have  regard  to  that  award,  so  that  he 
may  take  that  matter  into  consideration  ; 
nothing  more  than  that. 

1331.  But  is  not  that  substantially  what  you 
think  ;  that  it  is  fair  that  you  should  be  paid  ? — 
Of  course,  we  should  contend  under  that  clause, 
if  we  have  to  pay  lor  it,  that  the  local  authority 
which  has  got  the  benefit  of  the  purchase  for 
which  that  particular  item  has  been  paid  should, 
when  taking  over  that  particular  portion  of  the 
imdertaking,  pay  that  particular  price.  But,  of 
course,  it  would  have  to  be  severed  as  regards 
each  local  authority,  because  this  price  would 
have  to  be  paid  as  regards  the  whole  monopoly 
of  the  area  outside  London,  whereas  the  par- 
ticular arbitration  would  be  only  in  reference  to 
the  area  of  the  local  authority  purchasing  its 
own  small  portion  of  the  distributing  works. 

1332.  Are  you  aware  that  Mr.  Balfour  Browne 
expressly  repudiated  the  doctrine  that  the 
County  Council  should  pay  for  this  monopoly 
outside  London  in  buying  from  the  Lambeth 
Company  ? — I  hope  so,  and  I  hope  we  shall  be 
able  to,  perhaps,  persuade  the  arbitrator  not  to 
take  it  into  consideration,  but  if  he  does  it  must 
in  our  resettlement  with  the  local  authorities  be 
again  considered.  We  are  only  purchasing  for 
them,  in  fact. 

1333.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  are 
prepared  to  deal  with  other  county  councils, 
supposing  they  wish  to,  upon  the  same  general 
principles  as  you  have  dealt  with  Surrey  ? — 
Yes. 

1334.  Are  you  going  to  insert  any  amend- 
ment in  your  Bill  to  carry  out  the  Surrey 
agreement  and  make  it  effective  ? — 1  believe  so  ; 
by  the  agreement  it  is  stipulated. 

1335.  Those  amendments  have  not  been  sub- 
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mitted  to  us,  I  think,  yet  ? — We  have  not  got 
the  Bill  to  that  stage.    I  do  not  know  what  the 
Parliamentary  procedure  is  ;  I  fancy  it  would 
be  after  the  passing  of  the  Preamble. 

1336.  At  present  the  Surrey  County  Council, 
as  you  have  already  said,  I  think,  are  not,  and 
have  no  power  to  become,  the  water  authority 
for  any  part  of  Surrey? — Not  as  far  as  I  am 
aware  of. 

1337.  You  know  the  general  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  1888,  I  suppose,  sufficiently  to  answer 
me  that  ? — Yes,  pretty  well. 

1338.  How  do  you  propose,  then,  that  the 
Surrey  County  Council  should  obtain  power  to 
become  the  water  authority  ? — I  do  not  know, 
you  must  ask  them  and  their  Parliamentary 
advisers.     I  cannot  tell  you. 

1339.  Would  they  take  it  at  their  risk  ?— 
That  is  a  matter  I  have  not  considered. 

1340.  Let  me  ask  you  to  consider  it.  Have 
you  considered  Sub-seation  B.  of  the  15th  Section 
of  Local  Government  Act  of  1888  ?— No,  I 
have  not. 

1341.  That  is  the  section,  you  know,  which 
gives  powers  to  the  County  Council  to  incur 
legal  expenses  under  certain  circumstances.  Let 
me  read  the  sub-eection.  "  This  section  shall 
not  empower  the  County  Council  to  promote  any 
Bill  in  Parliament  or  incur  or  charge  any  ex- 
pense in  relation  thereto.''  That  is  a  section 
which,  I  believe,  gave  the  London  County 
Council  some  trouble  at  one  time  ? — No,  that 
was  not  the  section.  Ours  was  under  another 
Act  altogether. 

1342.  At  any  rate^  you  do  know  that  section  ? 
— Perfectly. 

1343.  Therefore,  I  am  right  in  this,  am  I  not, 
that  the  Surrey  agreement  is,  with  respect  to 
Surrey,  not  worth  the  paper  it  is  written  on, 
unless  a  public  general  Act  is  passed  to  support 
it  ? — Yes,  it  is ;  because  they  frequently  have 
promoted  Bills. 

1344.  Surrey  have  ?  —  One  moment,  county 
councils  I  am  speaking  of  At  the  end  of  every 
Bill,  as  you  know,  there  is  a  costs  clause  in  order 
to  enable  them  to  pay  the  costs  out  of  the 
county  rates. 

1345.  If  the  Bill  is  not  passed,  what  then  ?  — 
They  were  as  they  were,  I  suppose. 

1346.  I  suppose  some  one  has  to  pay — who 
pays— the  members  of  the  County  Council,  or 
what  happens? — I  believe  there  Is  a  power  under 
the  Borough  Funds  Act,  if  you  take  the  proper 
steps. 

1347.  Not  in  regard  to  the  County  Council  ?— 
Yes,  because  we  do  it. 

1348.  But,  as  you  have  explained,  you  are  in 
a  totally  different  position  to  ordinary  county 
councils  ? — Not  on  that  point,  we  have  promoted 
other  Bills,  and  make  use  of  the  Borough  Funds 
Act  in  London.  We  have  held  meetings  and 
authorised  expenditure. 

1349.  Is  not  the  practical  result  that  they 
would  be  surcharged  any  expense  of  that  kind  ? 
—  If  they  did  not  get  the  proper  legal  power,  of 
course. 

1350.  But  they  could  not  get  the  proper  legal 
powers  ? — I  do  not  know  that. 

1351.  Point  out  to  me  any  section  in  the  Act 
of  Parliament  by  which  they  could  do  it?  — I 
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tell  you  they  can  apfily  the  Borough  Funds  Act, 
1  believe. 

1352.  In  spite  of  this  provision  in  the  Act  of 
1888?— Yes. 

1353.  And  that  you  seriously  represent  to  the 
Committee  ? — Yes,  I  do  ;  because  although  not 
authorised  by  that  Act,  they  are  authorised  by 
the  Borough  Funds  Act. 

1354.  That  is  your  answer,  that  they  can  get 
round  tliis  express  provision  of  this  Act  of  Par- 
liament by  some  Act  which  was  passed  I  do  not 
know  how  long  ag'o  ? — IMo  :  I  understand  there  is 
no  legal  power  which  can  prevent  anybody  in 
the  world  petitioning  or  promoting  a  Bill  in  Par- 
liament. 

1355.  Do  you  say  that?— Yes,  I  do. 

1356.  Do  you,  really  ? — Yes  ;  it  is  the  abstract 
right  of  everyone.  I  am  perfectly  clear  about 
this.  The  only  objection  is  that  you  may  not 
spend  money  upon  it.  and  the  remedy  is  in  dis- 
allowing or  visitinir  personally  the  expenditure 
on  the  persons  who  spend  the  money,  if  it  is  not 
an  authorised  expenditure  ;  but  the  abstract  right 
to  petition  or  to  promote  the  Bill  is  existent  in 
every  railway  company  and  in  every  corporation 
in  the  world,  and  the  Courts  have  so  settled  it 
now,  that  if  the  London  and  North  Western 
chose  to  turn  itself  into  a  Transatlantic  packet 
corapany,  and  chose  to  petition  Parliament,  you 
could  not  restrain,  and  the  Courts  will  not 
restrain  the  application  to  Parliament.  They 
will  restrain  the  application  of  the  railway  com- 
panies' income  to  any  such  purposes.  There  is 
a  great  deal  of  difference  between  the  two;  it 
has  been  discussed  over  and  over  again  and 
settled,  and  I  am  sure  no  one  will  dispute  that 
law. 

1357.  I  am  amazed  at  that  law.  May  I  ask 
this  question,  is  there  any  provision  in  the  Bills 
of  any  of  these  companies  which  you  have 
mentioned  to  the  effect  that  they  shall  not 
promote  Bills  in  Parliament  ? — No,  nothing. 
Nothing  can  take  away  a  right  to  promote  a 
Bill  or  the  right  to  peiition  Parliament,  and  on 
public  Bills  we  oppose  in  the  same  way. 

1358.  Then  you  say,  the  proper  course  is  for 
the  Surrey  County  Council  to  promote  a  Bill  in 
Parliament,  and  trust  to  this  device  of  yours  for 
getting  the  expense  allowed  ? — It  is  no  device  of 
mine  ;  I  do  not  think  there  would  be  any  oppo- 
sition, and  I  do  not  think  Parliament  would 
object. 

1359.  No  opposition  to  what  ? — To  the  County 
Council  taking  over  its  water  area. 

1360.  I  should  think  it  would  be  against  the 
Standing  Orders  of  this  House. 

Re-examined  by  Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

1361.  You  have  been  cross-examined  by  my 
learned  friend,  Mr.  Bidder,  v\ho  appears  for  the 
water  companies ;  by  my  learned  friend,  Mr. 
Littler,  for  the  Kent  Water  Company ;  my 
learned  friend,  Mr.  Williams,  for  the  Kent 
County  Council ;  and  by  my  learned  friend,  Lord 
Robert  Cecil,  for  the  County  Coimcil  of  Mid- 
dlesex, with  regard  to  your  relations  with  the 
outside  authorities.  Had  you  in  mind  when  you 
introduced  this  Bill  the  two  recommendations  of 
the  Committee  presided  over  by  Sir  Matthew 
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White  Ridley  in  1891,  which  I  will  read.  They 
are  4  and  5.  "  That  subject  to  any  such  ar- 
rangements, the  new  water  authority  should  take 
over  the  duties  and  obligations  which  the 
present  water  companies  now  have  towards  the 
consumers  of  water  in  the  districts  outside  the 
boundaries  of  the  County  of  London,  but  within 
the  limits  of  supply  of  the  present  companies. 
That  in  the  event  of  purchase  by  the  new  autho- 
rity, power  should  be  given  to  that  authority  and 
to  the  authorities  of  the  outside  area  to  negotiate 
for  the  purchase  of  the  latter  (a)  of  so  much  of 
the  works  of  the  distribution  as  is  appropriated 
to  the  district  of  such  local  authority,  and  of  the 
right  to  a  supply  of  water  in  bulk  from  the  new 
authority,  or  (b)  possibly  of  some  of  the  sources 
of  supply  which,  with  their  works  of  distribution, 
it  might  be  found  practicable  and  advantageous 
to  sever  from  the  general  scheme"? — Yes,  that 
was  adopted  by  the  council,  and  has  been  the 
basis  on  which  we  proceeded. 

1362.  You  had,  as  I  understand  you,  those  two 
recommendations  in  your  mind  in  framing  your 
Bills  ?— Yes. 

1363.  And  are  the  Bills  framed  with  the 
idea,  at  any  rate,  of  carrying  those  out  ? — They 
are. 

1364.  With  regard  to  the  first  part  of  it,  that 
is  "  that  subject  to  any  such  arrangemeiits,  the 
new  water  authority  "  (which  we  will  assume  to 
be  the  County  Council)  "should  take  over  the 
duties  and  obligations  which  the  present  water 
companies  now  have  towards  the  consumers  of 
water  in  the  districts  outside  the  boundaries." 
In  your  view,  is  that  carried  out  as  intended  to 
be  carried  out  by  the  17th  clause  of  the 
Southwark  and  V auxhall  Bill  ? — Yes. 

1365.  "  From  and  after  the  date  of  the  trans- 
fer, the  council  shall  hold  the  undertaking,  and 
may  exercise  the  rights,  powers,  authorities,  and 
privileges  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Company  "  ;  then  follow  these  words  :  "  subject 
to  ail  the  duties,  obligations,  and  liabilities  of 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  under 
the  recited  Acts,  or  any  of  them,  in  like  manner, 
mutatis  mutundis,  as  if  they  were  the  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Company."  Is  that  intended  to 
lay  upon  you  primarily,  if  you  get  these  water 
undertakings,  the  duty  to  supply  water  to  the 
whole  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  or  the 
Lambeth  Company's  districts  in  precisely  the 
same  manner  as  the  Lambeth  Company  are  now 
bound  to  do  it  ? — Y"es. 

1366.  That  being  your  obligation,  did  you 
further  proceed  by  those  Clauses  24  and  25  to 
give  the  opportunity  of  entering  into  arrange- 
ments for  a  transfer  of  either  the  sources  or  the 
distributing  works  in  the  outside  areas  to  the 
outside  authorities  ? — Yes  ;  and  giving  them  a 
right  to  call  upon  us  to  supply  in  bulk. 

1367.  As  a  matter  pf  fact,  in  this  case  we  are 
dealing  with  the  Bills  of  the  Lambeth  Company 
and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall-  Company,  and 
those  alone,  are  we  not  ? — -Yes. 

1368.  Is  there  any  other  local  authority  that 
you  are  aware  of  that  is  interested  in  those  out- 
side matters  other  than  the  County  of  Surrey 
and  the  Borough  of  Croydon  ? — No,  none. 

1369.  Have  you  been   able   to  enter  into 
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irrangeraents  with  those  two  bodies,  which  are 
ierfectly  saiisfactory  to  them  to  start  wi^h  ? — 
I^uite. 

1370.  Mr.  Clarke  Williams.']  I  cross-examine 
'or  Beckenham,  yon  know  ? — Bcckenham  is  in 
S:ent. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  I  quite  agree  there  is  a 
ittle  bit  of  Beckenham  which  is  in  Kent. 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams.]  And  there  is  a  little 
)it  which  is  in  Surrey. 

Witnexs.]  Halt"  a  street. 

1371.  With  a  population  of  20,000  people  ? 

1372.  Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  When  we  come 
0  the  consideration  of  smaller  details  I  will 
leal  with  this.  (To  the  ^^'itncss.)  As  I  under- 
tand,  you  have  made  agreements  with  the 
jreat  local  authorities  of  (Surrey  and  Croydon 
vith  which  they  and  yourselves  are  both  satis- 
ied  ? — Quite. 

1373.  Is  there  any  local  authority  in  Surrey 
vhich  raises  any  question  whatever  as  to  the 
igreement  you  have  made  with  Surrey? — None 
hat  I  know  of. 

1374.  Witli  these  two  Bills — the  Lambeth 
md  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall — have  the 
bounty  Council  of  Middlesex  or  the  County 
Jouncil  of  Kent,  or  the  Kent  Water  Company 
iny  concern  whatever  ? — None. 

1375.  Do  I  understand  you  still  to  say,  as  my 
earned  friend  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  said  in  open- 
ng,  that  you  are  perfectly  ready,  when  the 
iases  of  the  Kent  and  Middlesex  companies  come 
m,  to  consider  and  negotiate  agreements  on 
imilar  lines  ? — Certainly,  if  we  shall  not  have 
ilready  by  that  time  made  arrangements. 

1376.  I  think  that  is  sufficient  upon  that 
)oint.  There  are  one  or  two  other  matters  I 
vant  to  ask  you  about  as  to  your  cross- 
sxaminaiion  the  other  day.  It  was  suggested 
it  Question  254  by  my  learned  friend  Mr.  Pem- 
)er,  that  there  should  be  some  restriction  on 
^our  right  to  proceed  with  certain  Bills.  Was 
hat  a  matter  Avhich  was  discussed  very  fully  in 
he  House  ? — Yes. 

1377.  And  I  think  this  instruction  was  moved 
jpon  that  matter:  "  That  it  be  an  instruction  to 
he  Committee  to  insert  a  clause." 

Chairman.]  The  Committee  have  already  had 
bat  clause  read. 

Mr.  fforsley  Taylor.]  Then  I  will  not  further 
•efer  to  it.  If  you  will  kindly  stop  me  on  any 
)oint  as  to  which  you  have  full  information  I 
ihall  be  obliged.  (To  the  IVitjiess.)  Then  on 
Question  341  I  want  to  ask  you  something:  *'  I 
loticed  all  through  you  used  the  words  con- 
itantly  *  probable  and  improbable.' "  (This  has 
-efeience  to  Condition  2  on  Clause  6.)  You 
ire  asked  whether  you  intend  to  tie  the  hands  of 
;he  arbitrator,  and  the  probability  of  ,«uch 
Dowers  being  limited.  Then  my  learned  friend 
VIr.  Pember  puts  it  to  you  :  "  Why  are  we  to 
;ake  it  for  granted  that  the  limitation  of  those 
Dowers  is  probable ;  why  is  he  to  take  it  lor 
granted "  '!  Is  there  any  intention  to  tie  the 
lands  of  the  arbitrator,  or  force  him  to  assume 
n  any  way  that  a  limitation  of  that  kind  is 
3robal)le  or  is  to  be  taken  for  granted  ?-- Oh, 
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no  ;  we  should  have  to  satisfy  him  by  evidence, 
and  by  what  has  passed'*'  before,  whether  that 
would  be  a  probability  that  would  be  reduceable 
to  a  practical  result. 

1378.  Then  the  precise  form  of  the  clause  is  a 
matter  for  argument,  and  we  will  deal  with  that 
Avhen  we  come  to  argue  ? — Yes. 

1379.  I  want  to  get  the  intention  as  far  as 
you  know  it  yourself.  Is  there  any  intention  to 
do  more  by  these  words  than  to  make  it  incum- 
bent on  the  arbitrator  to  listen  to  argument  and 
evidence  upon  that  point? — No,  nothing  more; 
that  is  the  intention,  that  he  shall  stand  in  the 
same  sort  of  position  in  Avhich  I  might  say  this 
Committee  would  be  if  investigating  the  matter. 

1380.  Is  your  fear  that  if  words  of  that  kind 
are  not  pvit  in,  when  a  point  of  that  kind  is 
started  the  water  companies  might  say  :  "  This 
is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  reference  ;  we 
require  you  to  exclude  all  discussion  upon 
it  even,"  and  that  the  arbitrator  may  take  that 
view? — I  not  only  fear,  but  I  am  quite  clear 
that  in  the  absence  of  some  such  enabling  w^urds 
w^hich  the  arbitrator,  to  enter  into  that,  that  it 
would  be  excluded,  and  that  no  court  would  say 
that  the  exclusion  was  an  improper  exclusion 
under  the  circumstances. 

1381.  The  sole  purpose,  therefore,  is  to  allow 
you  to  tender  him  evidence  and  argument  on  the 
point  ? — Certainly. 

1382.  But  he  would  be  bound,  I  take  it,  in  all 
cases  to  act  only  upon  evidence? — Quite  so,  and 
the  circumstances  whieh  I  have  already  men- 
tioned as  to  this  company  is  a  very  fair  illustra- 
tion. Charges  fixed  by  an  Act  in  1834  under 
one  set  of  conditions — additional  water-closet 
charges  added  by  an  Act  of  1848,  all  the  1834 
charges  being  fixed  on  the  7  per  cent,  rental. 
Then,  in  1852,  two  other  companies,  which  have 
7  per  cent,  charges  altered  and  reduced  to  5  per 
cent,  charges,  and  then  other  companies  which 
had  also  higher  charges  reduced  by  the  Act  of 
1852  to  4  per  cent,  cliai'ges,  so  that  you  have  in 
the  Lambeth  Company's  case  one  company  only 
out  of  the  whole  eight  that  is  resting  (with  the 
exception  of  Kent)  on  the  7  per  cent,  charge  ; 
and  what  Ave  mean  and  intend  as  to  the  legal 
powers  or  probability  which  is  mentioned  in 
other  clauses,  would  be  to  ask  the  arbitrator  to 
take  all  those  circumstances  into  consideration, 
and  we  should  ask  him  whether  it  would  be 
likely  or  probable  that  Parliament  would  allow 
these  chai'ges  to  remain  in  all  perpetuity  un- 
restricted, and  that  therefore  he  must  calculate 
the  income  for  the  future  as  being  based  upon 
that  perpetuity  of  charge  fixed  by  that  Act  of 
1834,  and  not  by  some  modified  scale  such  as 
that  of  1852.  I  only  meation  that  by  way  of 
illustration. 

1383.  You  illustrate  that  rather  with  regard 
to  charges.  I  was  pointing  to  the  probability 
of  legal  powers,  but  the  same  principle  would 
apply  ? — Certainly. 

1384.  The  arbitrator  is  only  bound  to  act 
upon  facts,  as  to  which  you  convince  him  ;  that 
is  the  short  point  ? — Yes,  the  legal  powers  to 
take  water  would  be  illustrated  by  the  case  of 
the  Thames  Conservancy  Act  prohibiting 
fiu-ther  supply  ;  that  would  be  continued. 

1385.  Now,  a  word  about  the  means  of  satis- 
L  2  fyiiig 
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fying  your  liability  if  the  undertakings  are 
transferred  to  you.  1  do  not  want  to  carry  it 
further  than  this  :  that  you  state  the  fact  that 
you  have  introduced  a  Money  Bill  for  the 
express  purpose  of  dealing  with  that  matter  ? — 
Yes. 

1386.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  know  why 
it  has  been  stopped,  or  the  proceedings  are  not 
going  on  for  the  moment  ? — I  think  I  have 
explained  to  the  Committee  the  period  must  be 
t)0  years  ;  but  we  want  to  make  it  100,  therefore 
we  had  to  make  it  a  public  Bill,  and  that,  public 
Bill  has  been  introduced,  The  difference  be- 
tween 100  years  and  60  years,  of  course,  would 
be  something  enormous.  I  should  think  in  one 
case  it  would  be  160,000/.  and  in  the  other  case 
about  72,000/. 


[  Continued. 


Chairman.']  Have  you  anything  more  to  ask, 
Mr.  Worsley  Taylor  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  I  have  one  or  two 
questions,  but  I  am  bound  to  say  I  think  they 
are  all  matters  which  might  be'  cleared  up  by 
Mr.  Cripps  when  he  comes. 

Chairman.]  Very  well;  who  is  to  be  the  next 

witness  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  Mr.  Cripps. 

Chairman.]  I  may  state  we  shall  not  sit  to- 
morrow, because  we  could  not  sit  in  any  case 
until  two  o'clock.  Therefore  we  adjourn  until 
Friday  at  twelve  o'clock. 

[Adjourned  till  Friday  at  twelve  o'clock. 
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Friday,  24th  May  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT 


Mr.  Ainsworth. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  David  Plunket. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne.'\  In  accordance  with  your  suggestion  we  now  proceed  to  call 
Parliamentary  agent  to  answer  certain  questions  as  to  Clause  6  especially. 


the 


Mr.  Henry  Lawrence  Ckipps,  sworn  ;  and  Examined  as  follows 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

1387.  You  have  acted  professionally  in  refer- 
ence to  Parliamentai-y  proceedings  for  the  London 
County  Council  and  their  predecessors,  the  Metro- 
politan Board  of  Works,  for  some  20  years  ?— 
Yes,  rather  more. 

1388.  I  think  you  joined  the  firm  in  187L 
At  that  time  your  firm  acted  as  Parliamentary 
agents  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  and 
I  think  also  for  the  City  of  London  ? — That  was 
so.  I  have  acted  in  a  general  capacity  as  Parlia- 
mentary agent  for  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  and  the  London  County  Council  up 
to  1891. 

1389.  Had  you  anything  to  do  with  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  year  1880? — Yes  ;  I  was  respon- 
sible for  advising  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  in  1880  with  respect  to  the  agreements 
which  had  been  negotiated  by  Mr.  Smith. 

1390.  Since  that  time  I  think  you  have  had 
exclusive  management  of  the  Avork  of  the  London 
County  Council  ? — Yes,  I  have.  Since  1892  I 
have  been  acting  under  a  special  arrangement 
with  the  London  Council,  in  the  absence  of  any 
better  one,  as  their  representative  m  these 
matters. 

1391.  Amongst  other  duties,  I  think,  which 
are  put  upon  you  by  resolutions,  you  are  to 
represent  the  Council  before  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittees where  the  Council  are  promoters  of  a 
Bill  in  Parliament  ? — That  is  one  of  my  present 
duties. 

1392.  Or  fire  opponents  to  Bills  in  Parliament? 
—Yes. 

1393.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  technical 
difficulties  preventing  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  and  the  County  Council  from  dealing  with 
the  water  question  ? — Yes,  I  am.  We  had  a  very 
long  controversy,  of  course,  with  the  water  com- 
panies upon  that  point  which  began  in  1878  and 
extended  up  to  1892. 

1394.  And  you  know  that  in  consequence  of 
the  promotion  of  two  Bills  in  1877  and  1878  the 
auditors  surcharged  the  Metropolitan  Board,  and 

384. 
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therefore  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Work's  in- 
troduced an  indemnity  Act  in  the  year  1879  ? — 
Yes,  that  was  so. 

1395.  I  think  you  are  responsible  for  advising 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  in  the  year 
1880  ?— Yes,  I  was. 

1396.  When  they  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
it  was  necessary  to  oppose  Lord  Cross's  Bill  for 
the  promotion  of  Mr.  Smith's  provisional  agree- 
ments ?— Yes,  we  had  to  consider  those  agree- 
ments very  carefully  at  the  time,  and  the  result  was 
that  both  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  and 
the  City  agreed  that  the  agreements  were  really 
inadmissible,  and  opposed  them  before  the  Com- 
mittee, with  the  result  which  has  already  been 
to  a  certain  extent  explained  to  this  Committee. 

1397.  I  think  the  Metropolitan  Board  and  you 
came  tu  the  conclusion,  after  a  very  carefid  in- 
quiry, that  it  would  be  imprudent  to  enter  into 
those  agreements  ? — Yes ;  all  the  views  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  are  very  fully  set 
out  in  the  evidence  of  1880. 

1 398.  Since  that  date  I  think  you  have  advised 
on  every  Bill  introduced  affecting  London,  in- 
cluding all  the  Bills  of  the  water  companies  ? — 
Yes,  that  is  one  of  my  duties.  I  have  to  advise 
and  report  on  every  Bill  aftecting  London,  and, 
of  course,  that  includes  all  Bills  which  have  been 
introduced  during  that  period  by  the  various 
water  companies.  Of  course,  the  Report  of  the 
Committee  of  1880  put  a  very  different  com- 
plexion upon  the  whole  of  the  London  water 
question,  and  when  Bills  were  introduced  by  the 
water  companies  in  the  following  year,  in  1881, 
they  had  to  be  considered  with  reference  to  the 
Report  and  recommendations  of  Sir  William 
Harcourt's  Committee. 

1399.  I  think  we  shall  have  something  to  say 
with  reference  to  vai-ious  .Bills  which  have  been 
introduced  into  Parliament  since  1880,  but  I 
think  that  would  more  properly  come  at  a  later 
stage  of  your  evidence.  Some  very  important 
provisions  have  been  introduced  into  every  water 

L  3  -f-  Bill 


I 


86 


MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  SELECT  COMMITTEE 


24  May  1895.] 


Mr.  Cripps. 


[  Continued. 


Mr.  Balfour  Brozpne — continued. 

Bill  that  has  been  passed  by  Parliament  since  the 
Repoii;  of  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee  ? — 
Yes,  every  single  Bill  which  has  been  introduced 
since,  and  every  Act  which  has  been  passed  rela- 
tive to  the  water  companies  bears  the  marks  of 
the  results  of  Sir  William  Harcourt's  inquiry. 
Some  of  those  Bills  have  been  rejected  and  some 
bave  been  passed.  Those  that  were  rejected  were 
rejected  because  it  was  quite  clear  that  a  pur- 
chase was  ultimately  in  contemplation,  and  they 
were  rejected  in  order  not  to  interfere  with  that 
purchase,  and  in  every  one  of  those  which  were 
passed  there  are  certain  provisions  introduced 
which  work  clearly  enough  the  policy  of  Parlia- 
ment in  favour  of  an  ultimate  purchase  or  acquisi- 
tion, as  Sir  William  Harcourt  calls  it,  of  these 
undertakings. 

1400.  That  is  sufficient  in  the  meantime,  be- 
cause J  shall  have  to  go  in  some  detail  into  one  or 
two  of  those  Bills  afterwards.  I  want  to  specially 
point  them  out ;  we  will  pass  from  that  ;  one 
general  question  as  to  the  acquisition  or  pur- 
chase ;  that  was  one  of  the  points  which  has  had 
to  be  considered  very  carefully  since  Sir  William 
Harcourt's  report ;  Sir  William  Harcourt,  as  the 
Committee  are  aware,  indicated  three  processes 
which  might  be  adopted  ;  one  was  the  introduc- 
tion of  an  alternative  supply ;  regulation  and 
acquisition  ;  and  as  the  Committee  of  1880 
report,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  responsible 
municipal  authority  for  London,  whenever  it 
was  created,  to  consider  very  carefully  those 
three  processes,  either  of  which  might  be  adopted 
singly,  or  any  two  or  more  in  combination.  We, 
at  all  events,  start  with  Sir  William  Harcourt's 
Committee,  which  reported  in  favour  of  one  of 
three  separate  courses,  competitive  supply,  regu- 
lation, or  purchase? — Yes. 

1401.  Just  to  tell  the  Committee  ever  since 
that  report  Parliament  has  been  treating  the 
water  companies  in  the  way  you  indicate  as 
putting  serious  restrictions  on  them  with  regard 
to  ca|)ital  as  a  tentative  measure  leading  up  to 
one  of  these  three  courses? — Yes,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  all  the  Acts  of  Parliament  which  have  been 
passed  have  clearly  indicated  the  acquisition  of 
these  companies  rather  than  their  regulation  or 
the  introduction  of  a  competitive  supply. 

1402.  Before  the  County  Council  decided 
upon  purchase,  however,  did  they  consider  the 
other  two  methods  of  regulation  or  competition 
suggested  by  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Com- 
mittee ? — Yes,  I  think  they  were  all  very  care- 
fully considered  by  members  of  the  Water  Com- 
mittee and  by  the  Parliamentary  Committee,  and, 
of  course,  by  the  advisers  of  the  Council  as  well. 

1403.  Will  you  explain  the  general  considera- 
tions by  which  you  have  always  advised  the 
"board  in  reference  to  these  Bills  on  the  main 
principle  adopted  ? — I  think  I  need  not,  perhaps, 
deal  with  the  question  of  competitive  supply, 
because  at  the  present  moment  it  is  not  suggested 
in  any  way. 

1404.  2s ot  by  these  Bills  ? — But  upon  the 
question  of  regulation  or  control  on  the  one 
band  or  acquisition  of  the  undertakings  on  the 
other,  that  has  been  very  carefully  considered,  and 
I  think,  that  at  all  events  the  conclusion  which  I 
arrive  at,  and  I  think  it  is  the  same  conclusion  at 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued, 
which  the  committees  of  Council  have  arrived,  the 
conclusion  is  this,  that  Parliament  having  so  clearly 
indicated  acquisition  of  these  undertakings,  it 
being  so  clear  from  the  proceedings  of  every 
other  municipality  in  the  kingdom  that  acquisi- 
tion of  the  water  undertakings  was  in  view,  sup- 
posing we  introduced  a  Bill  for  regulation  or 
control  of  the  companies,  it  would  be  imme- 
diately urged  that  that  was  not  intended  as  a 
Iwndjide  and  ultimate  settlement,  but  that  we 
were  applying  for  control  or  regulation  in  view 
of  a  subsequent  purchase.  If  there  was  to  be  a 
subsequent  purchase,  of  course  no  control  or 
regulation  would  be  necessary,  and  if  it  were  to 
be  an  ultimate  purchase  it  might  be  a  little  hard 
on  the  companies  that  there  should  have  been 
some  controlling  or  regulating  Act  passed  im- 
mediately before  the  question  of  the  price  to 
be  paid  to  them  had  to  be  determined  by  an 
arbitrator. 

1405.  If  regulation  itself  had  been  sufficient 
it  might  have  been  of  course,  but  as  purchase 
seems  to  be  in  the  air  regulation  going  before 
purchase  would  have  been  complained  of  as 
crippling  the  companies  ? — I  have  no  doubt  that 
would  have  been  the  case,  and  it  was  thought  by 
the  Council  that  the  case  against  the  Control  or 
Regulation  Bill  might  be  so  strong  if  it  was 
applied  for  in  the  first  instance,  that  the  only 
practical  course  was  to  put  that  on  one  side  and 
proceed  in  the  first  instance  by  making  an  offer 
to  the  companies  to  purchase  on  fair  and  reason- 
able terms.  Of  course  in  going  into  that  in- 
quiry, I  had  myself  very  carefully  to  consider 
what  took  place  in  1851  and  1852,  and  it  is 
obvious  from  what  the.  companies  said  themselves 
that  they  would  really  regard  anything  like  an 
effective  control  or  regulation  as  a  much  greater 
hardship  to  them  than  a  purchase  on  fair  and 
reasonable  terms. 

Mr.  Pember. 

1406.  In  what  years  did  you  say  ? — In  1851 
and  1852.  In  that  year  the  whole  question  of 
the  London  water  companies  was  very  closely 
under  consideration,  and  I  have  no  doubt  Mr. 
Browne  will  have  to  ask  me  some  further  ques- 
tions on  that  point  at  a  later  period.  Perhaps  I 
might  defer  that. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

1407.  As  a  fact  when  the  Metropolitan  Board 
introduced  a  competitive  supply  Bill  in  1878 
they  all  complained  of  that  loudly  ? — There  was 
a  most  tremendous  outcry  about  it,  and,  of  course, 
not  only  from  the  companies  themselves,  but  as 
there  was  a  proposal  to  take  water  from  near 
London,  the  whole  of  the  country,  in  fact,  was 
up  in  arms  about  it,  and  the  local  authorities  and 
every  body  all  the  way  round,  and,  as  you  say, 
there  was  a  great  disturbance  about  that  propo- 
sition, so  mvich  so  that  it  had  to  be  abandoned. 

1408.  There  are,  are  there  not,  a  great  many 
anomalies  with  regard  to  the  prices  charged  by 
the  companies  in  London  which  woidd  invite 
regulation  if  there  was  no  question  of  purchase  ? 
— If  there  was  no  question  of  purchase,  I  take  it 
as  quite  clear  that  London  could  not  have  put 
up  with  this  state  of  things  so  long,  and  certainly 

would 
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Mr.  Balfour  Brotone — continued. 

would  not  put  up  with  it  any  longer.  The 
anomalies  and  inconveniences  of  the  whole 
system  are  so  considerable  that  we  should  cer- 
tainly have  been  obliged  to  deal  with  it.  Of 
course,  those  are  mainly  matters  which  deal  with 
the  general  question  of  the  expediency  of  the 
transfer,  and  I  assume  in  the  interests  of  time,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  go  in  any  great  detail  into 
that  matter. 

1409.  Under  these  circumstances  you  have 
advised,  and  I  believe  the  County  Council  have 
come  strongly  to  the  conclusion  that  purchase  is 
the  fairest  thing  for  the  companies,  and  the  best 
thing  to  do  in  the  interests  of  the  water  con- 
sumers in  London  ? — Yes  ;  purchase  on  fair  and 
equitable  and  reasonable  terms,  that  is,  having 
regard  to  all  these  various  matters  which,  if  we 
had  proceeded  for  control  and  regulation,  are 
matters  which  must  have  been  presented  to  the 
consideration  of  Parliament. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Would  you  allow  my 
friend,  Mr.  Freeman,  to  take  up  the  examina- 
tion here.  I  have  to  speak  in  a  Committee  of 
the  Lords. 

Chairman.]  Certainly. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1410.  I  think  you  have  already  said,  in  answer 
to  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  that 
between  the  year  1880  and  the  present  time 
some  20  Bills  were  introduced  by  the  various 
water  companies,  all  of  which  have  been  referred 
to  you  for  your  advice  and  report  ? — Yes  ;  every 
one  of  them  are  of  interest  and  really  relevant 
to  this  matter. 

1411.  Has  each  one  of  those  20  Bills  intro- 
duced by  the  companies  been  dealt  with  on  the 
assumption  thrit  the  transfer  of  the  companies' 
works  to  a  public  authority  was  in  contempla- 
tion ? — To  a  certain  extent  these  are  obvious 
marks  on  the  Acts,  and  there  are  indications 
given  by  committees,  but  of  course,  I  cannot 
assure  you  that  the  reason  why  a  committee 
rejected  a  particular  Bill  was  that  it  had  that  in 
view,  although  I  may  have  my  own  ideas  on  the 
subject. 

1412.  I  did  not  mean  to  go  behind  the  Acts 
in  any  way  ;  but  I  think  the  Acts  themselves 
and  the  proceeding  in  the  Committee  leading  to 
the  passing  of  those  Acts  have  relation,  have 
they  not,  to  a  transfer  and  a  purchase  ? — They 
all  indicate  a  transfer  as  being  more  or  less 
necessary. 

Mr.  Femher.]  I  really  think  the  Acts  ought  to 
speak  for  themselves.  This  is  a  very  vague 
phrase  ;  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Acts  indicate 
this  idea,  and  indicate  the  others.  Surely  the 
Acts  speak  for  themselves.  They  do  not  want 
Mr.  Cripps  to  explain  them. 

Chairman.]  I  think  Mr.  Cripps  may  state 
that  generally.  If  you  like  afterwards  to  go 
further  into  it,  of  course  you  can. 

Mr.  Pember.]  I  must  not  be  taken  as  making 
any  objection,  but  still  I  should  say  that  Acts  of 
Parliament  speak  for  themselves. 

Chairman.]  With  the  view  to  the  saving  of 
time,  Mr.  Cripps  was  asked  in  this  form. 
384. 


Mr.  Littler.]  As  I  think  you  know,  the  usual 
course  is  for  counsel  to  produce  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment and  precedents  in  their  speeches  and  not 
to  call  a  witness  to  expound  them.  I  said  the 
other  day  that  Mr.  Cripps  has  a  great  deal  of 
valuable  facts  to  state  to  the  committee,  and 
therefore  I  do  not  very  much  cai'e  if  he  does 
commit  a  little  irregularity. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1413.  We  will  not  have  any  irregularities.  I 
was  going  to  ask  Mr.  Cripps  about  these  various 
Bills  ;  in  1881  the  East  London  Company  intro- 
duced a  Bill,  did  it  not,  for  raising  capital  ? — 
They  did,  and  that  Bill  was  opposed  by  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  and  the  Corpora- 
tion of  London. 

1414.  It  came  before  a  Committee  of  Lords 
presided  over  by  Earl  Cadogan,  did  it  not  ? — 
Yes, 

1415.  Who  stiuck  out  of  the  Bill  everything 
except  the  clause  which  made  good  certain  acts 
done  by  inadvertence  ? — That  was  assented  to  by 
the  Metropolitan  Board,  The  then  solicitor  to 
the  East  London  seems  to  have  once  only  in  a 
very  long  career  omitted  something  that  he  ought 
to  have  done,  and  it  was  quite  agreed  that  some- 
thing which  had  happened  by  inadvertence 
should  be  put  right.  That  was  done,  but  all  the 
other  powers  applied  for  by  the  company  of 
raising  additional  capital  were  struck  out  of  the 
Bill  ? — That  is  the  liords  Committee. 

1416.  When  that  Bill  came  before  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Commons  presided  over 
by  Colonel  Stanley,  the  clause  was  inserted,  was 
it  not,  by  that  Committee  in  that  Bill,  making 
the  company  subject  to  the  auction  clauses  in 
respect  of  their  authorised  and  unissued  capital  ? 
— Yes  ;  they  had  already  struck  out  of  the  Bill 
all  their  powers  of  raising  new  capital.  There 
were  then  certain  powers  of  raising  capital  which 
were  existing  and  not  exercised,  and  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  that 
Committee  introduced  clauses  subjecting  the 
company  to  what  were  known  as  the  auction 
clauses  in  respect  of  their  j)reviously  authorised 
but  unissued  capital. 

1417.  Then  I  think  on  that  occasion  a  petition 
was  presented  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  ? — That  is  so.  On  that  occasion  the  sink- 
ing fund  provisions,  which  have  since  been 
adopted,  and  which  I  have  no  doubt  you  will 
refer  to,  was  suggested,  I  think,  for  the  first 
time. 

1418.  I  believe  that  was,  as  you  say,  the  first 
occasion  on  which  a  sinking  fund  was  suo-aested 

on  behalf  of  the  governing  body  of  London  ?  

Yes,  it  was  not  adopted  by  the  Committee  ;  it 
was  suggested  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works,  but  the  Committee  have  struck  out  all 
the  powers  for  raising  new  capital ;  it  could  not 
in  any  Avay  subsequently  have  been  applied  to 
that  Act. 

1419.  And  all  the  Committee  then  did  was  to 
insert  the  auction  clauses  ? — Yes. 

Mr.  Pember.]  How  much  capital  did  they  ask 
for  ? 


Mr.  Freeman.]  £179,440. 
l4  ^ 
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Mr.  Pember. 

1420.  And  that  was  struck  out  ? — They  sought 
powers  to  raise  by  the  issue  of  new  ordinary 
shares  and  stock,  and  the  authorised  issues  of 
debenture  stock  capital  amounting  in  the  aggre- 
gate to  394,000/. 

1421.  I  only  want  the  powers  that  were  struck 
out,  179,000/.  ? — If  there  is  any  question  about 
it,  I  can  give  you  the  section  of  the  Act. 

1422.  Do  you  remember  what  was  asked  for? 
—£179,440. 

1423.  What  for  ;  what  was  the  object  ? 

Mr.  Freeman?^  I  think  it  Avas  the  ordinary  ex- 
tension of  woi'ks.  The  recital  was  that  the  de- 
mand for  water  within  the  company's  district  of 
supply  has,  from  the  increase  of  population  and 
of  building,  and  from  the  construction  of  addi- 
tional docks  and  other  commercial  working,  very 
largely  increased,  and  is  still  rapidly  increasing, 
and  it  is  essential  they  should  be  empowered  to 
raise  further  money  for  the  purpose  of  extending 
their  works  and  conveniences  for  meeting  such 
demand.  Then  there  were  the  clauses,  and  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  presented  a  peti- 
tion in  which  they  referred  to  what  had  taken 
place  the  previous  year  in  Sir  William  Har- 
court's  Committee,  and  suggested  that  having 
regard  to  the  then  position  of  the  matter  it  was 
undesirable  that  any  powers  of  that  sort  for  in- 
creasing the  company's  capital  should  at  the  time 
be  conferred  upon  them. 

Chairman. 

1424.  Which  was  the  company? — In  1881  it 
was  the  East  London  Company. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1425.  I  think  the  next  thing  is  that  in  1883 
Bills  were  introduced  by  the  Lambeth  Company, 
and  also  by  the  South wark  and  Vauxhall  Com- 
])any  ? — That  was  so. 

1426.  The  Lambeth  Company  sought  powers 
to  take  additional  lands  and  to  raise  375,000/.  by 
4  per  cent,  debenture  stock? — Yes;  I  daresay 
the  learned  counsel  will  take  it  from  me  ;  I  have 
examined  this  note  before,  but  I  will  look  at  the 
Bill  if  they  desire  it.  I  have  no  doubt  I  am  right 
in  saying  that  the  Lambeth  Bill  sought  powers 
to  take  additional  lands  and  to  raise  by  4  per 
cent,  debenture  stock  375,000/.,  and  that  again 
was  opposed  by  the  Metropolitan  Board,  who 
urged  the  probability  of  the  undertaking  having 
to  be  acquired  on  behalf  of  the  ratepayers  ot 
London. 

1427.  That  Lambeth  Bill  and  the  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Bill  were  referred  to  a  Committee 
presided  over  by  the  Chairman  of  this  present 
Committee  ?  --By  the  Right  Hon.  Chairman. 

1428.  Before  that  Committee  did  the  Local 
Government  Board  make  a  report  referring  to 
n«t  granting  powers  which  might  decrease  the 
rights  of  the  pubhc?— Yes,  they  did.  In  their 
report  they  referred  to  the  proposition  which  had 
been  made  on  behalf  of  the  Metropolitan  Board 
in  1881  as  to  the  formation  of  a  sinking  fund, 
and  in  their  report  they  introduced  a  quite 
rea-^onable  suggestion  as  to  the  ai)plication  of 
that  sinking  fund,  Avhich  did  not  commend  itself 
at  the  time,  and  of  course,  being  inconsistent  with 
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the  original  proposition,  rather  prevented  that 
being  adopted  in  that  j'ear. 

1429.  I  think  the  Committee  decided,  did  they 
not,  in  the  following  words  :  "  The  Committee, 
having  regard  to  the  report  of  the  Committee  on 
London  Water  Supply  in  1880,  are  not  willing 
to  grant  capital  powers  which  might  interfere 
with  future  legislation  beyond  what  seems  neces- 
sary for  the  daily  increasing  demand  for  water 
for  the  public,  and  the  amount  to  be  borrowed 
under  this  Bill  must  in  their  opinion  be  limited  to 
75,000/."  ? — That  is  so ;  the  Committee  reduced 
the  powers  which  the  Lambeth  Company  sought 
from  375,000/.  to  75,000/. 

1430.  Then  the  Southwark  Company's  Bill 
asked,  did  it  not,  for  extensions  of  limits? — Yes. 

1431.  Powers  for  renewals  of  mains? — Yes. 

1432.  Supply  of  water  in  bulk  ? — Yes. 

1433.  Agreements  between  Lambeth  and 
Southwark  Companies  as  to  supply  of  water  in 
particular  districts  ? — Yes. 

1434.  And  a  scheme  of  amalgamation  of  the 
two  companies  ? — Yes  ;  of  course,  that  amalgama- 
tion was  only  part  of  a  policy  which  you  can 
only  get  at  by  looking  into  the  earlier  history  of 
the  companies,  but  it  was  a  definite  proposal  on 
the  part  of  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Companies  for  amalgamation.  That 
was  most  strongly  opposed,  and  so,  indeed,  was 
the  rest  of  the  Bill. 

1435.  I  think  that  Bill  was  opposed  not  only 
by  the  Metropolitan  Board,  but  also  by  the 
local  authorities  of  Lambeth,  Wandsworth, 
Wimbledon,  Richmond,  and  others? — The  local 
authority  of  every  district  within  the  area  of  the 
company  was  up  in  arms  upon  it  and  opposed, 
and  I  think  the  company  felt  it  could  not  pro- 
ceed with  amalgamation,  and  it  did  not  actually 
come  before  the  Committee,  but  a  good  deal  of 
their  Bill  came  before  the  Committee  and  was 
discussed. 

1436.  And  I  think  at  the  end  the  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  said  that  the  Committee  would  be 
very  glad  to  hear  from  Mr.  Bidder  if  he 
wished  to  address  them  on  the  point  of  urgency  ? 
— That  was  so. 

1437.  And  Mr.  Bidder  did  address  them?— He 
was  heard  with  his  usual  eloquence.  I  think  he 
indicated,  as  far  as  I  recollect,  his  task  was  a 
little  hopeless,  but  still  he  made  a  very  good 
speech. 

1438.  And  after  reply  from  Mr.  Shiress  Will, 
the  Chairman  said  the  Committee  were  of  opinion 
that  the  preamble  of  the  Bill  was  not  proved  ? — 
That  was  so. 

Chairman.^  That  was  on  the  question  of 
urgency. 

Mr.  Pember. 

1439.  Yes,  on  the  gi'ound  that  there  was  no 
urgency  ? — Y^es. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1440.  In  1884  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Company  came  again  to  Parliament,  did  they  not  ? 
—They  did. 

1441.  The  Metropolitan  Board  again  petitioned 
against  their  Bill  ? — Yes. 

1442.  And 
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1442.  And  that  Bill  sought  extension  of  limits  ? 
—Yes. 

1443.  And  for  powers  to  supply  water  in  bulk  ; 
powers  for  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  Com- 
panies to  agree  as  to  the  supply  of  their  districts  ? 
— Yes,  that  was  so.  Of  course  the  area  which 
the  Southwark  Company  then  sought  powers  to 
supply  was  altogether  outside  the  county  of 
London,  or  what  was  then  the  metropolis. 

1444.  I  think  the  Committee  on  that  Bill  was 
presided  over  by  Mr.  Walter,  and  the  Bill  was 
passed,  was  it  not,  with  certain  provisions  regard- 
ing arrangement .' — Yes. 

1445.  Now,  there  was  a  clause  inserted  in  that 
Bill,  Section  24  ? — Yes.  Section  24  was,  no 
doubt,  a  very  important  section  in  these  words  : 
"  In  the  event  of  a  purchase  of  the  Undertaking 
of  the  company,  and  the  completion  of  such  pur- 
chase within  seven  years  after  the  passing  of  this 
Act,  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  extend, 
or  be  deemed  or  considered  to  extend,  to  autho- 
rise the  company  to  bring  into  account,  or  to 
make  any  claim  in  respect  of  any  advantages  con- 
ferred upon  them  by  the  creation  of  a  statutory 
title  or  otherwise  by  the  passing  of  this  Act." 

1446.  And  that,  as  you  say,  was  a  very  im- 
portant clause  ? — I  am  dealing  with  the  question 
which  Mr.  Browne  asked,  and  as  I  understood 
the  question,  the  points  which  have  induced  the 
London  County  Council  to  think  that  a  proce- 
dure of  this  kind  was  a  proper  procedure  :  it  was 
a  clear  indication  in  1884,  an  indication  on  the 
face  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  itself  that  a  pur- 
chase of  the  undertking  of  the  company  was  in 
contemplation.  There  is  one  other  section  per- 
haps in  that  Act  to  which  I  ought  to  refer, 
because  it  was  put  by  some  of  the  learned  counsel 
in  cross-examination  to  Mr.  Charles  Harrison, 
Section  23,  I  do  not  know  whether  you  have 
exactly  where  it  was  suggested,  but  1  know  it 
was  put  to  Mr.  Charles  Harrison  as  an  indication 
on  the  part  of  Parliament  that  it  had  superseded 
that  system  of  competion  which  was  then  sub- 
sisting between  the  companies,  and  which, 
accoi-ding  to  our  contention,  still  subsists  and 
ought  to  be  recognised.  The  clause  is  in  these 
words  :  "  With  respect  to  any  parish  (other  than 
the  parish  of  Lambeth),  district,  or  place  in  which 
the  company  and  the  Lambeth  Company  respec- 
tively supply,  the  company  and  the  Lambeth 
Company  may  enter  into  contracts  or  agreements 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  which  parts  of 
such  parishes,  districts,  or  places  aforesaid  shall 
be  thenceforward  supplied  by  the  company  and 
the  Lambeth  Company."  That  was  so  put  by 
the  learned  counsel  to  Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  but 
the  proviso  was  not  put  before  the  Committee. 

Mr.  Pember. 

1447.  Excuse  me,  but  I  read  it  carefully  ^ — 
Then  I  thought  it  had  not  appeared,  but  the 
proviso  is  that  :  "  No  such  contract  or  agreement 
shall  in  any  manner  interfere  with,  or  affect,  the 
duties  or  responsibilities  of  either  company 
towards  the  consumers  of  water  or  the  public, 
or  the  rights  and  interests  of  such  consumers  of, 
or  as  against,  either  company."  The  proviso' was 
added  to  that  section  for  the  express  purpose  of 
meeting  any  such  contingency  as  has  now  arisen, 
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that  it  should  not  in  any  way  aflPect  the  rela- 
tions between  the  company  and  the  public. 

Mr.  freeman. 

1448.  Just  to  get  it  clear  ;  we  had  a  question 
put  to  Mr.  Harrison  by  my  friend  Mr.  Pember, 
Question  451,  page  77,  and  there  the  note  has 
omitted  to  give  the  question  in  full,  or  has 
omitted  the  proviso  ? — I  did  not  observe  the  pro- 
viso, 1  confess,  myself.  I  had  it  not  before  me. 
I  may  have  overlooked  it  if  Mr.  Pember  says  he 
read  it. 

1449.  In  1885  the  Kent  Bill  was  introduced, 
and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill  ? — Yes. 

1450.  The  Kent  Company's  Bill  included  the 
proposed  extension  of  limits,  and  Parliamentary 
powers  to  raise  100,000/.,  and  the  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  to  raise  280,000/.  ?— -Yes. 

1451.  Those  Bills  were  opposed  by  the  Metro- 
politan Board? — Yes;  they  were  referred  to  a 
Committee  in  the  House  of  Lords  presided  over 
by  the  Duke  of  Richmond  and  were  very  fully 
discussed  at  very  great  length. 

1452.  And  I  think  the  result  of  that  discussion 
was,  that  the  Committee  inserted  clauses  as  to 
issuing  the  debentures  by  tender  ? — The  first 
thing  was  to  reject  the  Bill  introduced  by  the 
Kent  Company. 

1453.  And  the  Southwark  Company's  Bill  was 
proceeded? — Yes  ;  they  agreed  to  provide  that 
the  money  should  be  raised  by  debenture  stock  and 
issued  by  public  auction  or  tender.  The  South- 
wark Company's  Bill  ultimately  met  the  same 
fate,  because  their  Bill  was  opposed  in  the  House 
of  Commons  and  had  to  be  abandoned  :  the  whole 
of  the  opposition  was  based  upon  the  one  point 
that  the  passing  of  those  Acts  would  interfere 
with  the  ultimate  acquisition  upon  fair  terras  on 
behalf  of  the  public.  It  was  urged  that  these 
new  capital  powers  were  not  immediately  re- 
quired, but  would  have  the  effect  of  rather 
strengthening  the  company's  position,  and  giving 
them  claims  for  compensation  for  purchase-money 
which  at  one  time  did  not  exist. 

1454.  Those  two  Bills  having  been  rejected  in 
1886,  Bills  were  introduced,  were  they  not,  by 
the  East  London,  the  Lambeth,  and  the  South- 
wark Companies  ? — That  was  so. 

1455.  Those  were  Bills  for  rsising  capital, 
were  they  not? — Yes,  I  think  these  Bills  were 
confined  to  the  raising  of  additional  capital ;  at 
all  events,  it  was  the  question  of  additional 
capital  which  was  really  considered  and  discussed 
upon  this  question,  and  the  ultimate  acquisition 
of  the  companies'  undertakings. 

1456.  That  was  discussed,  was  it  not,  on  the 
opposition  of  the  Metropolitan  Board?  — That 
was  ultimately  so,  because  the  companies  had 
succeeded  just  previously  in  getting  the  auditor 
of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  W orks  to  disallow 
certain  expenses  which  the  Metropolitan  Board 
had  incurred  in  opposing  their  Bills  in  the  previ- 
ous session,  and  the  consequence  was  that  the 
Corporation  of  London  uncontrolled  by  any 
audit  came,  so  to  speak,  to  the  rescue,  and  they 
took  up  the  question  where  the  Metropolitan 
Board  had  left  it  the  year  before,  and  fought  the 
case  before  the  Committee  of  Parliament. 

1457.  So  that  on  that  occasion  the  Metro- 
politan Board  stood  aside  and  the  Corporation 
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Mr.  Freeman — continued. 

fought  it  out  ? — -That  was  so  ;  of  course  we 
watched  them  with  interest  and  assisted  them, 
Tbut  the  actual  conduct  of  the  case  before  the 
Committee,  and  the  argument  for  the  sinking 
fund  clauses  by  Counsel  was  in  the  hands  of  the 
Corporation  of  London. 

1458.  And  the  result  of  that  was,  that  taking 
the  East  London  Waterworks  Bill,  a  sinking 
fund  was  introduced  in  an  amended  form  after 
discussion  by  the  Corporation  of  London  

Mr.  Pember. 

1459.  Was  that  in  1886  ?— That  was  in  1886. 
There  is  a  very  peculiar  and  exceptional  form  of 
legislation  introduced  for  the  first  time  which 
gave  to  the  public  of  London,  subject  of  course 
to  the  direction  of  Parliament,  a  sort  of  rever- 
sionary interest  in  the  undertakings  of  these 
companies  and  the  prospective  profit  which 
might  be  derived  by  the  investment  of  new 
capital. 

1460.  Have  you  the  actual  clause  before  you? 
— Yes,  I  have ;  I  was  just  looking  at  the 
members  of  the  Committee,  that  was  a  specially 
constituted  Committee  of  which  Lord  Claud 
Hamilton,  was  chairman.  Mr.  Westlake,  Mr. 
Octavius  Morgan,  Mr.  Morgan  Howard,  Mr. 
Murdoch,  Professor  Thorold  Rogers,  Mr.  Deasy, 
Sir  Andrew  Fairbairn,  and  Mr.  Stafford  Howard 
were  members.  The  fact  that  this  great  question 
and  the  effect  of  allowing  the  water  companies 
to  raise  additional  capital  was  being  generally 
discussed  in  three  Bills,  led  to  the  reference 
of  these  Bills  to  a  specially  constituted  Com- 
mittee. 

1461.  You  had  better  read  the  clause? — This 
is  the  East  Loudon  Waterworks  Act,  1886.  I 
am  reading  from  the  East  London  Act,  but  there 
was  a  similar  clause  introduced  into  other  com- 
panies Acts. 

Chairman. 

1462.  What  is  the  number  of  the  clause  ? — 
Section  20.  As  the  section  is  obscure  and  deals 
with  a  difficult  matter,  I  might  shortly  explain 
the  intention  of  it  before  I  read  the  clause.  It 
was  urged  before  the  committees,  as  it  had  always 
been  urged  since  1880,  that  the  companies  had 
no  right  after  the  indications  of  1880  to  any 
prospective  additions  resulting  from  the  invest- 
ment of  further  capital  in  the  London  water 
undertakings ;  in  fact,  that  they  were,  so  to 
speak,  under  notice  of  transfer,  and  it  would  not 
be  fair  to  give  them  that  which  they  had  no 
right  to ;  any  prospective  interest  in  future 
profits,  and  so  it  was  provided  that  the  further 
money  invested  in  the  concern  should  be  raised 
at  a  low  rate  of  interest,  and  that  it  should  be 
assumed  to  earn  pound  per  pound  the  same  rate 
of  profit  as  the  average  profit  earned  by  the 
whole  capital  of  the  company,  and  the  difference, 
that  is  to  say  the  profit,  earned  on  the  new 
capital  should  be  carried  to  a  sinking  fund,  which 
should  be  held  on  trust,  so  to  speak,  for  the 
people  of  London.  The  clause  is,  "From  and 
after  the  expiration  of  three  years,  from  the 
issue  from  time  to  time  of  any  debenture  stock 
under  the  powers  of  this  Act,  there  shall  be 
carried  to  a  sinking  fund  in  each  year  such  per- 
centage on  such  amount  of  the  debenture  stock 
as  shall  be  equal  to  the  excess  of  the  average 
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percentage  of  the  dividend  or  interest  paid  for 
that  year  on  all  the  capital  of  the  company 
whether  share  capital  or  borrowed  above  the 
interest  including  the  income  tax  on  such  interest 
together  with  an  additional  one  per  centum  per 
anmun  added  thereto  for  management  on  such 
debenture  stock  issued,  such  sinking  fund  to  be 
held  and  applied  by  the  chamberlain  of  the  city 
of  London  as  trustee  for  the  purpose  of  pur- 
chasing and  extinguishing  the  share  capital  of 
the  company  or  for  such  other  purposes  as 
Parliament  may  from  time  to  time  determine." 
I  think  I  need  not  trouble  the  Committee  by 
any  close  discussion  of  the  terms  of  that  clause 
because  it  has  been  dealt  with  on  subsequent 
occasions,  and  now  stands  as  the  law  in  a  modified 
form.  The  principle  is  the  same,  but  as  the 
Committee  will  no  doubt  have  gathered,  the  terms 
of  that  clause  are  very  complicated  and  the 
whole  subject  is  very  difficult,  and  there  is  now 
in  force  in  recent  Acts  a  modified  form  of  sinking 
fund  clause. 

1463.  But  the  principle  remains  exactly  the 
same  that  was  passed  in  1886  ? — The  principle 
remains  exactly  the  same  and  the  result  is  very 
important  because  the  people  of  London  have 
got  a  reversion,  in  fact,  you  may  almost  put  it  in 
that  way,  to  the  whole  profit  resulting  from  the 
investment  in  capital  by  these  water  companies 
since  1886. 

1464.  Now  we  will  take  very  shortly  in  1887, 
the  Chelsea  Company  introduced  a  Bill  of  a 
domestic  character,  did  it  not? — Yes,  but  even 
that  1  think  contained  an  indication  of  what  we 
have  been  discussing,  because  it  provided  that 
although  the  Act  was,  as  you  say,  of  a  domestic 
character,  it  conferred  powers  to  sell  certain 
lands,  yet  any  profit  on  the  resale  of  these  lands 
was  to  be  applied  in  purchasing  and  extinguishing 
shares  or  stock  of  the  company. 

1465.  So  that  it  carried  even  into  a  domestic 
concern  the  principle  established  by  the  sinking 
fund  clause  ? — Yes. 

1466.  Then  in  1888  the  Grand  Junction  Com- 
pany introduced  a  Bill? — That  was  introduced 
and  thrown  out  on  the  second  reading.  That 
proposed  to  take  more  water  from  the  Thames. 

1467.  In  the  same  year  the  Kent  Company 
passed  an  Act  authorising  them  to  raise  100,000/. 
share  stock  subject  to  the  sinking  fund  and  the 
auction  clause  ? — Yes,  that  was  again  applied  to 
them.  That  was  a  new  company  :  they  had  not 
had,  so  to  speak,  their  prospective  profit  dealt 
with  in  that  way  before. 

1468.  I  think  in  that  Bill  the  Kent  Company 
agreed  to  insert  the  amendment  then  required, 
did  they  not  ? — Yes,  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  at  that  time  considered  there  was  a  case 
for  some  additional  capital,  and  as  the  coiiipany 
were  willing  to  accept  the  recent  legislation  on 
the  subject  they  allowed  that  Act  to  pass  without 
opposition. 

1469.  Then  in  1891  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  introduced  a  Bill  for  powers 
to  raise  300,000/.  debenture  stock  ? — Yes,  we  are 
here  getting  to  the  time  when  the  London 
County  Council  had  come  into  existence  and  was 
dealing  vsdth  these  matters. 

1470.  Did  that  Bill  as  introduced  contain  a 
clause  similar  to  Section  20,  which  you  have 

read, 


ON  THE  LAMBETH  WATER  (^TRANSFER)  BILL.  91 

24  May  1895.]  Mr.  Cripps.  {Continued. 


Chairman — continued, 
read,  of  the  East  London  Waterworks  Act, 
1886  ?— Yes. 

1471.  Was  that  clause  introduced  into  the 
Bill  with  which  you  are  now  dealing  when  it 
came  before  the  Committee,  or  was  it  put  in  by 
the  Committee  ? — It  was  introduced  by  the 
company  themselves  ;  I  suppose  they  felt  that 
they  could  not  succeed  without  it. 

Mr.  Pember. 

1472.  Do  not  speak  about  our  feelings.  You 
do  not  know  what  they  were  ? — You  did  not  like 
it.  I  am  quite  sure  they  would  have  left  it  out 
if  they  could. 

Mr.  Pember.]  We  introduced  it. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1473.  Was  a  petition  presented  against  the 
Bill  by  the  London  County  Council  ? — Yes  ;  I 
rather  think  that  was  the  first  occasion  when 
this  particular  matter  had  to  be  very  closely 
considered  by  the  London  County  Council ;  but 
they  took  into  consideration  all  the  previous 
history,  and  they  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
they  ought  to  proceed  on  the  same  lines. 

1474.  Did  the  County  Council  then  suggest 
by  their  petition  that  provisions  should  be  made 
carrying  any  premiums  received  by  sale  to 
a  common  fund  so  to  accumulate  for  the  benefit 
of  the  ratepayers  and  consumers  of  water,  with 
a  view  to  any  future  purchase  of  the  under- 
taking ;  that  power  should  be  reserved  to  the 
Council  on  behalf  of  the  inhabitants  to  provide 
any  capital  necessary  for  the  carrying  on  the 
undertaking,  and  to  participate  in  respect  of 
capital  so  supplied  in  the  first  profits  of  the 
undertaking  ? — They  made  a  different  sug- 
gestion although  they  adopted  exactly  the 
old  policy  ;  they  thought  that  inasmuch  as 
they  could  themselves  probably  provide  the 
money  for  the  purchase  at  a  lower  rate  than  the 
company  could,  and  as  the  object  was  really  to 
provide  the  money  which  was  necessary  at  the 
lowest  possible  rate,  they,  the  Council,  thought 
they  might  be  able  to  provide  it  out  of  their 
consolidated  loans  fund,  or  out  of  moneys  found 
by  them  on  more  advantageous  terms,  than  if 
the  money  were  raised  by  debenture  stock  ;  that 
proposition  did  not  commend  itself  to  the  com- 
panies, and  was  not  adopted. 

1475.  Then,  I  think,  that  Bill  was  referred  to 
Sir  Matthew  White  Kidley's  Committee,  was  it 
not  ? — It  was  ;  the  Committee  to  whom  also  was 
referred  two  Bills  which  the  Committee  have 
already  had  information  about  for  constituting 
either  a  commission  or  a  trust  for  dealing  with 
the  London  water  question. 

1476.  And,  I  think,  so  far  as  this  particular 
Bill  was  concerned,  the  point  upon  which  you 
gave  evidence,  and  which  was  a  great  deal  before 
Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee,  was 
Section  20  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Act, 
1891,  as  it  now  is  ? — Yes  ;  I  gave  evidence  before 
that  Committee,  and  discussed  that  clause  at  very 
considerable  length.  I  do  not  know  that  it  i  s  eces- 
sary  to  go  into  it  in  detail,  but  th  ire  were 
several  points  upon  the  old  section  which  were, 
to  a  certain  extent,  from  our  point  of  view,  open 
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to  objection,  and  I  do  not  think  the  companies 
were  altogether  satisfied  with  it  either. 

1477.  To  take  it  shortly,  after  a  lengthy  dis- 
cussion, the  Sinking  Fund  Clause  was  amended 
on  that  occasion,  was  it,  in  the  form  in  which  it 
appears  in  the  Act? — Yes,  that  was  so. 

1478.  And  the  result  of  that  was  a  section  pro- 
viding that  interest  should  be  invested,  and  held 
either  for  the  purpose  of  ultimately  extinguishing 
the  capital  of  the  company  or  for  such  other  pur- 
poses as  Parliament  may  from  time  to  time 
determine  ? — Yes.  Rather  an  odd  thing  hap- 
pened over  the  Sinking  Fund  Clause.  The 
Chamberlain  of  the  City,  who  was  the  trustee  of 
the  fund,  thought  he  was  bound  under  the 
former  Act  to  buy  some  of  the  company's  stock 
with  the  money  which  he  was  holding  as  trustee 
of  the  sinking  fund.  Of  course  it  was  obvious 
that  the  effect  of  that  operation  would  immedi- 
ately have  been  to  have  diminished  the  nominal 
amount  of  the  company's  capital  and  have  in- 
creased the  rate  of  dividend  upon  the  remainder  ; 
that  was  the  point  that  was  discussed.  It  was 
shown  that  that  was  not  the  intention  of  the  clause, 
and  I  think  it  was  generally  admitted  that  the 
Chamberlain  had  been  wrongly  advised  in  his 
interpretation  of  it ;  at  all  events,  that  matter 
was  put  right  in  1891  ;  and  perhaps  it  would  be 
as  well  that  I  should  hand  in,  so  that  it  may  go  on 
the  notes,  the  Sinking  Fund  Section.  It  is 
Section  20  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Water  Company's  Act,  1891. 

The  clause  was  handed  in,  and  is  as  follows : — 

"  From  and  after  the  expiration  of  three  years 
from  the  issue  from  time  to  time  of  any  debenture 
stock  under  the  powers  of  this  Act  there  shall  be 
carried  to  a  sinking  fund  in  each  year  such  per- 
centage on  such  amount  of  debenture  stock,  and 
any  premiums  received  thereon  as  shall  be  equal 
to  the  excess  of  the  average  percentage  of  the 
dividend  or  interest  paid  for  that  year  on  all  the 
capital  of  the  company,  whether  share  capital  or 
borrowed  above  the  interest,  together  with  an 
additional  1  per  centum  per  annum  added  thereto 
for  management  on  such  debenture  stock,  such 
sinking  fund  to  be  held  and  applied  by  the  Cham- 
berlain of  the  City  of  London  as  trustee  for  the 
purpose  of  purchasing  and  holding  shares  or  stock 
of  the  company,  and  of  investing  the  dividends 
thereon  with  a  view  to  ultimately  extinguishing 
the  capital  of  the  company,  or  for  such  other 
purposes  as  Parliament  may  from  time  to  time 
determine." 

1479.  Then,  I  think,  in  1893  there  was  an 
application  by  the  East  London  Company 
to  raise  further  debenture  stock,  which  was 
opposed  by  the  Council,  and  rejected  in  the 
House  of  Commons  on  the  second  reading  ? — 
That  was  so,  on  the  same  ground  that  there  was 
no  real  immediate  urgency  for  this  expenditure, 
and  that  the  authorisation  of  so  large  an  amount 
of  capital  just  at  that  time  would  complicate  the 
question  of  acquiring  the  company's  undertaking. 

1480i  Now  we  eome  to  the  last  year  of  all.  In 
1894  the  East  London  Water  Company  gets  a  Bill 
xo  raise  500,000^.  debenture  stock  ? — That  was  so. 

1481.  The  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company 
sought  power  to  construct  works,  extend  limits, 
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take  more  water  from  the  Thames,  and  to  raise 
750,000/.  4  per  cent,  debentures  ? — Yes,  that  was 
so  ;  the  proposal  to  take  water  from  the  Thames 
was  very  strongly  opposed,  and  it  had  to  be 
dropped  by  the  company  in  order  to  secure  a 
second  reading.    T  think  I  am  right  in  that. 

1482.  And  the  amount  of  capital  proposed  to 
be  raised  by  the  Vauxhail  Company  was  reduced 
by  the  amount  of  money  received  by  the  company 
in  respect  of  sales  ? — Yes. 

1483.  The  East  London  Company  were  author- 
ised to  raise  500,000/.  subject  to  the  Sinking 
Fund  Clause.  The  Southwark  and  Vauxhail 
Company  were  authorised  to  raise  750,000/.  sub- 
ject to  a  similar  clause,  and  subject  to  a  reduction 
by  the  amount  of  certain  things  sold._  The  West 
Middlesex  Company  had  power  to  raise  500,000/. 
Probably  you  would  not  deal  with  the  West 
Middlesex  case  now,  but  there  was  a  peculiar 
state  of  things  in  the  West  M  iddlesex  case  which 
resulted  in  their  being  compelled  to  utilise  for  the 
purposes  of  additional  works  some  money  which 
they  had  been  accumulating. 

1484.  A  sum  of  60,000/.  ?— Yes. 

1485.  I  do  not  think  Ave  need  go  in  detail  into 
that.  These  three  Bills  were  all  opposed  by  the 
Council  and  referred  to  a  Committee  presided  over 
by  Sir  Joseph  Pease  ?  — Yes. 

1486.  Various  alterations  were  made  at  the 
instance  of  the  Council,  were  they  not,  and  the 
Sinking  Fund  Clauses  having  been  considered  at 
very  great  length  were  finally  altered  into  their 
present  form  '? — Yes,  they  did  devote  a  great  deal 
of  most  careful  attention  to  a  most  complicated 
subject,  and  in  the  result  the  Sinking  Fund 
Clause  now  stands  as  passed  in  these  Acts. 

1487.  The  principal  alteration  there  being  that 
the  debenture  stock  should  be  raised  at  par,  the 
rate  of  interest  for  that  purpose  being  fixed  by 
the  Governor  of  the  Bank  of  L^ngland  ? — Yes,  it 
was  to  be  raised  at  a  rate  of  interest  that  was 
calculated  to  secure  the  issue  of  the  capital  as 
nea*.'  par  as  possible. 

1488.  I  think  just  to  get  that  complete  it  will 
be  desirable  without  readmg  it  to  put  that  new 
Sinking  Fund  Clause  on  the  notes  ? — I  will  do 
so.    I  ought  to  point  out  that  there  was  a  good 
deal  of  discussion  upon  what  was  called  the  1  per 
cent,  for  management.  The  scheme  of  the  clause 
was  this :  that  supposing,  for  instance,  every  100/.  of 
money  invested  in  the  concern  on  the  average  was 
earning  7  per  cent.,  and  it  could  be  raised  at  3  per 
cent.,  the  company  were,  of  course,  to  get  the 
3  per  cent.,  and  pay  the  interest  on  the  debenture 
stock,  and  they  were  also  to  have  I  per  cent,  for 
management  before  making  any  contribution  to 
the  sinking  fund,  because  it  was  supposed  that 
there  might  be  some  additional  cost  involved  in 
dealing  with  this  large  new  capital,  and  there- 
fore it  was  not  unreasonable  to  allow,  by  way  of 
remuneration,  1  per  cent,  for  management,  but  in 
the  section  this  express  provision  was  introduced, 
that  "in  the  event  of  the  undertaking  of  the 
company  being  required  by  public  authority,  the 
allowance  of  1  per  cent,  for  management  shall 
not  be  deemed  to  have  increased  the  capital  value 
of  the  undertaking,  or  be  the  subject  of  com- 
pensation or  purchase."    So  that  although  that 
1  per  cent,  probably  would  have  yielded  them 
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a  certain  amount  of  profit,  yet,  in  the  event  of 
the  undertaking  being  required,  it  should  not 
be  the  subject  of  compensation  or  purchase.  ' 
The  section  was  put  in,  and  is  as  follows  : — 
"  From  and  after  the  expiration  of  three  years 
from  the  issue  from  time  to  time  of  any  deben- 
ture stock  under  the  powers  of  this  Act  there 
shall  be  cari'ied  to  a  sinking  fimd  in  each  year 
such  percentage  on   such  amount    of  deben- 
ture stock  and  any  premiums  received  thereon  as 
shall  be  equal  to  the  excess  of  the  average  per- 
centage of  the  dividend  or  interest  paid  for  that 
year  on  all  the  capital  of  the  company  whether 
ordinary  stock  or  debenture  stock  with  any  pre- 
miums receiver^  thereon  above  the  rate  of  interest 
at  which  the  debenture  stock  under  this  Act  was 
issued,   together  with   an  additional  one  per 
centum  per  annum  added  thereto  for  manage- 
ment ;  siich  sinking  fund  to  be  held  and  applied 
by  the  Chamberlain  of  the  City  of  London  as 
trustee  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  and  holding 
stock  of  the  company,   and  of  investing  the 
dividends  thereon  with  a  view   to  ultimately 
extinguishing  the  capital  of  the  company,  or  for 
such  other  purposes  as  Parliament  may  from  time 
to  time  determine.    No  stock  so  purchased  and 
held  shall  confer  any  right  of  voting  at  any 
meeting  of  the  company.     Provided  that  in  the 
event  of  any  debenture  stock  created  under  this 
Act  being  issued  below  par  the  percentage  to  be 
carried  to  the  sinking  fund  shall  in  respect  of 
such  debenture  stock   so  issued  below  par  be 
calculated  on  the  amount  of  money  raised  by  such 
debenture  stock  instead  of  on  the  nominal  amoimt 
of  such  debenture  stock. 

"  2.  In  the  event  of  the  undertaking  of  the 
company  being  acquired  by  a  public  authority 
the  allowance  of  one  per  centum  for  management 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  increased  the  capital 
value  of  the  undertaking  or  be  the  subiect  of 
compensation  or  purchase. 

"  3.  As  from  the  expiration  of  the  current 
year  ending  the  twenty-fifth  day  of  December 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety-four. 
Section  20  of  the  Act  of  1886  shall  be  read  and 
have  effect  as  if  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  the 
sinking  fund  under  that  section  at  the  expiration 
of  the  periods  of  three  years  from  the  issue  of 
debenture  stock  under  that  Act  from  time  to 
time  were  to  be  held  and  applied  in  manner  pro- 
vided in  Sub-section  (1)  of  this  section. 

"  4.  Whereas  the  Chamberlain  of  the  City  of 
London  as  trustee  of  the  sinking  fund  under 
Section  20  of  the  Act  of  1886,  has  cancelled  the 
certificates  of  certain  stock  of  the  company  pur- 
chased by  him  out  of  moneys  paid  to  him  by  the 
company  under  that  section.  Therefore,  not- 
withstanding, the  cancellation  of  such  certificates 
all  stock  so  purchased  by  the  said  Chamberlain 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  and  continue  subsisting 
stock  of  the  company,  but  no  dividend  or  interest 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  or  to  be  due  or 
payable  thereon  or  to  have  accrued  or  to  accrue 
in  respect  thereof  from  the  time  of  such  cancel- 
lation up  to  the  twenty-fifth  day  of  December, 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety -four,  and 
the  company  are  hereby  empowered  and  re- 
quired to  forthwith  issue  to  the  Chamberlain  of 
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the  City  of  London,  as  such  trustee  as  aforesaid, 
fresh  certificates  of  the  same  stock,  and  shall 
from  and  after  the  twenty-fifth  day  of  December, 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety-four,  pay 
to  the  holder  of  such  stock  the  dividend  on  in- 
terest to  accrue  on  such  stock  as  from  such 
twenty-fifth  day  of  December,  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  ninety-four,  and  the  Chamber- 
lain shall  hold  and  apply  such  stock  and  interest 
as  provided  by  Section  20  of  the  Act  of  1886,  as 
amended  by  this  Act." 

1489.  Now  I  think  that  brings  up  to  date, 
does  it  not,  the  transactions  which  you  are  re- 
ferred to  which  you  are  about  to  quote  to  the 
Committee  to  show  how  far  questions  of  purchase 
during  recent  years  have  come  up  in  these  Bills  ? 
— Yes,  I  have  referred  to  those  Acts,  because  I 
think  they  clearly  show  that  the  London  County 
Council  must,  in  the  first  instance,  have  had 
regard  to  all  those  indications,  and  introduced  a 
Bill  for  acquiring  these  undertakings  rather  than 
attempting  to  control  or  regulate  them. 

1490.  Unless  you  have  anything  more  you 
wish  to  say  on  that  point,  I  am  going  to  pass  to 
another  matter.  I  now  want  to  ask  you  some 
questions  about  Clause  6,  as  it  appears  in  the  Bill 
now  before  the  Committee? — You  are  taking 
Clause  6  of  the  Lambeth  Bill  ? 

1491.  Yes;  Clause  6  of  the  Lambeth  Bill. 
The  most  convenient  way  will  be  to  ask  you 
questions  relating  to  the  various  heads,  and  so 
far  as  they  come  within  your  department  you 
will  give  us  your  information  about  them  ? — 
Yes  ;  there  are  no  numbers,  by  the  way,  to  these 
paragraphs,  and,  perhaps,  for  convenience  of 
reference  it  will  be  as  well  if  I  just  number  them 
in  the  order  in  which  they  stand. 

1492.  I  think  as  regards  each  of  these  various 
heads  you  propose  to  consider  two  points,  do  you 
not ;  fii  st,  to  consider  whether  each  matter  should 
fairly  and  reasonably  be  taken  into  account  ;  and, 
secondly,  whether  special  directions  in  order  that 
that  may  be  done  are  necessary? — I  take  it  that 
that  is  what  we  shall  have  to  convince  the  Com- 
mittee of.  There  are  two  propositions  with 
regard  to  every  one  of  these  heads  :  first,  that 
the  matter  referred  to  is  an  element  which  ought 
fairly  and  reasonably  to  be  taken  into  considera 
tion  in  determining  the  price  ;  and,  secondly, 
that  in  the  absence  of  some  clauses  of  this  kind, 
or  some  express  power  or  direction  given  to  the 
arbitrator,  probably  at  all  events,  the  matter 
might  not  be  taken  into  consideration  by  him. 

Chairman. 

1493.  You  say,  probably  at  all  events,  the 
matter  might  not  be  taken  into  consideration  ? — 
Yes. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1494.  Now  take  Clause  6  :  "  The  considera- 
tion to  be  paid  by  the  Council  for  the  transfer  of 
the  undertaking,  if  determined  by  arbitration, 
shall  be  such  sum  of  money  as  the  arbitrators 
determine  to  be  the  fair  and  reasonable  value  of 
the  undertaking,  after  allowing  for  the  liability 
involved  in  regard  to  the  debenture  stock,  and 
having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.    In  determining  the  fair  and  reasonable 
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value  of  the  undertaking  the  arbitrators  shall 
amongst  other  matters  have  regard  to  the  follow- 
ing, that  is  to  say."  Now  let  me  pause  there  for 
one  moment,  in  so  far  as  this  clause  is  intended 
to  be  drawn  and  applied,  is  it  a  direction  to  the 
arbitrators  that  they  must  make  allowance,  or 
allow  a  sum  in  respect  of  those  things,  or  only 
that  tliey  should  consider  them  ?  I  take  it  that 
the  clause  means,  as  Mr.  Charles  Hari'ison  ex- 
plained it  yesterday,  to  mean  that  the  arbitrator 
shall  have  I'egard  to  them. 

1495.  Not  by  any  means  a  direction  ? 

Mr.  Littler.^  I  do  not  mind  your  asking  Mr. 
Cripps  what  his  intention  is,  but  I  object  to  his 
construing  the  clause.  We  can  do  that.  I  en- 
tirely differ  from  the'  construction.  If  you  say 
what  is  the  intention  of  the  promoters,  then  the 
Committee  will  judge  whether  they  carry  it  out 
when  I  come  to  what  I  have  to  say  upon  it.  You 
say  you  do  not  intend  to  do  so.  We  say  you  do 
intend.  You  are  asking  him  what  the  clause  is, 
but  that  is  a  very  different  thing.  I  am  sure  you 
will  agree  with  me  that  there  is  a  very  great 
difference  between  what  they  intend  to  do  and 
the  actual  construction  of  the  clause,  which  is  a 
matter  for  the  Committee  to  judge  for  them- 
selves. 

Chairman.^  Yes,  certainly,  but  1  do  not  see 
that  there  is  any  objection.  It  is  quite  plain 
that  Mr.  Cripps  may  say  what  his  intention  was, 
and  I  see  no  objection  to  his  saying  he  believes 
that  intention  is  carried  out  by  the  clause. 

Mr.  Littler.']  1  am  fully  content  that  Mi, 
Cripps  should  say  what  his  clients  intend  to  do, 
and  they  think  this  does  it ;  but  for  Mr.  Cripps 
to  say  it  does  carry  it  out  is  going  far  beyond 
what  is  evidence. 

Witness.]  I  should  not  venture  to  say  that.  I 
know  sometimes  clauses  do  not  carry  out  the 
intention  of  the  parlies,  but  the  intention,  I 
think,  is  quite  clear ;  that  we  wish  the  arbi- 
trators to  have  regard  to  certain  matters. 
When  he  has  had  regard  to  them,  if  he  thinks 
they  are  not  worth  anything,  I  suppose  he  will 
not  attach  any  importance  to  them,  but  if,  having 
regard  to  them,  he  feels  that  effect  ought  to 
have  been  given  to  them,  then  no  doubt,  it  is 
intended  that  he  should  give  effect  to  them. 

Mr.  Freeman, 

1496.  Now,  after  that  general  explanation 
of  the  intention  of  the  clause,  I  will  ask  you 
as  to  the  first  paragraph  of  it  :  "  The  condi- 
tion and  state  of  repair  of  the  reservoirs, 
filter  beds,  filtration  arrangements,  wells,  mains, 
conduits,  pipes,  machinery  and  plant  of  the 
Lambeth  Company,  and  the  probability  of  future 
expenditure  thereon,  together  with  any  liabilities 
or  obligations  in  connection  with  their  under- 
taking which  the  Lambeth  Company  may  reason- 
ably be  required  or  expected  to  incur,"  First 
of  all,  on  the  question  whether  that  is  a  fair 
matter  for  consideration  ? — Yes,  I  think  it  is. 

1497.  As  regards  the  great  part  of  that  clause, 
I  presume  the  evidence  will  be  given  by  the 
engineer  in  support  of  it? — No  doubt ;  really  in 
a  great  measure  that  clause  depends  on  facts  which 
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must  be  proved  to  the  Committee  by  engineering 
evidence. 

1498.  In  your  opinion  have  certain  passages 
of  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission  a  distinct 
relation  to  that  clause  ? — Yes  ;  might  I  just  say 
here  that  of  course  it  is  not  as  if  I  take  it  we 
had  to  establish  the  facts  which  are  suggested 
in  this  paragraph. 

Chairman. 

1499.  Do  you  mean  to  establish  before  this 
Committee,  or  before  the  arbitrator? — Before 
yourselves.  We  shall  have,  I  take  it,  to 
show  that  the  state  of  things  in  regard  to 
matters  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  are  such  that 
the  matter  ought  to  be  fairly  and  reasonably 
taken  into  account  by  the  arbitrator. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1500.  Do  you  find  that  matter  referred  to  in 
paragrajih  178  of  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Com- 
mission ? — Yes;  not  merely  is  it  referred  to  in 
paragrajih  178  of  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Com- 
mission and  one  or  two  others  as,  in  my  opinion, 
alone,  apart  from  engineering  evidence,  justi- 
fying the  proposition  that  it  is  fair  and  reason- 
able that  the  arbitrator  should  have  regard  to 
particular  matters  which  are  referred  to  in  para- 
graph 1  of  Clause  6,  which  you  have  now  read. 
Of  course,  it  commences  with  the  words  which 
the  water  companies  have  often  mentioned,  Avhich 
of  course  are  important :  "  We  are  strongly  of 
opinion  that  the  water,  as  supplied  to  the  con- 
sumer in  London,  is  of  a  very  high  standard  of 
excellence  and  of  purity,  and  that  it  is  suitable 
in  quality  for  all  household  purposes.  We  are 
well  aware  that  a  certain  prejudice  exists  against 
the  use  of  drinking  water  derived  from  the 
Thames  and  the  Lea,  because  these  rivers  are 
liable  to  pollution,  however  perfect  the  subse- 
quent purification,  either  by  natural  or  artificial 
means  may  be  ;  but  having  regard  to  the  expe- 
rience of  London  during  the  last  30  years,  and 
to  the  evidence  given  to  us  on  the  subject,  we  do 
not  believe  that  any  danger  exists  of  the  spread 
of  disease  by  the  use  of  this  water,  provided  that 
there  is  adequate  storage,  and  that  the  water  is 
efficiently  filtered  before  delivery  to  the  con- 
sumers." Now  I  suggest  that  that  finding  on 
the  part  of  Ihe  Royal  Commission  makes  it  clear 
that  it  is  fair  and  reasonable  to  consider  whether 
there  is  efficient  storage,  and  whether  the  water 
is  efficiently  filtered  before  delivery.  I  refer  to 
the  subsequent  portion  of  the  Report. 

1501.  First  of  all  you  have  to  consider  para- 
graph 172  of  the  Report? — If  you  take  paragraph 
172  you  will  understand  I  am  only  reading  out 
of  that  the  words  which  I  think  important  to 
establish  my  own  contention:  "  There  can  be  no 
possible  doubt  that  at  the  present  time  much 
filth  of  various  kinds  is  discharged  unnecessarily 
;and  illegally  into  the  rivers,  and  steps  should  be 
forthwith  taken  to  put  an  end  to  this." 

1502.  I  think  there  are  certain  words  as  to  the 
sewage  works  in  the  valleys  of  the  Thames  and 
Lea,  "  Where  such  works  have  been  constructed 
on  an  efficient  system,  the  sewage  can  be  so 
effectunliy  dealt  with  at  all  times  except  those  at 
flood,  tjnat  the  effluents  are  clear  and  innocuous  "  ? 
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• — Yes,  that  is  so  ;  the  last  paragraph  at  the  foot 
of  page  69  :  "  Some  advances  have,  however, 
been  made  during  the  past  25  years  in  the  con- 
struction of  sewage  works  in  the  valleys  of  the 
Thames  and  Lea.  Where  such  works  have  been 
constructed  on  an  efficient  system,  the  sewage 
can  be  so  effectually  dealt  with  at  all  times, 
except  those  of  flood,  that  the  effluents  are  clear 
and  innocuous.  We  understand  that  in  some 
of  the  places  which  still  require  sewage  farms,  or 
works  for  the  efficient  treatment  of  sewage,  opera- 
tions are  already  in  progress  for  providing  them ; 
and  we  are  of  opinion  that  in  the  rest  steps  for 
the  attainment  of  the  same  object  should  betaken 
without  delay.  We  are  aware  that  all  sewage 
farms  and  sewage  works  are  liable  through  care- 
lessness or  accident  to  do  their  work  at  times 
with  less  than  proper  efficiency.  For  the  pur- 
pose of  keeping  them  up  to  a  sufficient  standard, 
frequent  inspection  by  an  authority  appointed 
for  the  purpose  is,  in  our  opinion,  absolutely 
necessary." 

1503.  Now,  in  relation  to  that  matter,  do  you 
also  attribute  importance  to  that  part  of  the 
Royal  Commission  Report  which  deals  with  the 
suggestions  for  further  storage  schemes  ? — Yes, 
I  think  that  is  very  relevant  to  this  matter ;  I 
am  referring  to  paragraph  176  of  the  Report.  I 
mentioned  these,  of  course,  because  they  have  all 
been  considered  word  by  word,  I  may  say,  by 
Committees  of  the  Council,  who  have  been  deal- 
ing with  this  matter,  and  of  course  the  Council 
has  been  desirous  of  really  interpreting  this  report 
properly  and  give  efl"ect  to  it.  They  say,  "  We 
have  further  to  consider  what  steps  should  be 
taken  to  ensure  the  proper  treatment  of  the  water 
that  is  taken  from  these  rivers  for  the  supply  of 
London.  For  the  water  that  flows  down  to  the 
intakes  must  be  subjected  to  certain  important 
processes  before  it  is  brought  into  a  suitable  con- 
dition for  delivery  and  consumption.  These 
processes  consist  of  subsidence  and  filtration,  and 
the  quality  of  the  water  when  delivered  depends 
largely  upon  the  thoroughness  with  which  they 
are  carried  out.  It  does  not  come  within  the 
terms  of  our  reference  to  lay  dovra  what  should 
be  the  exact  regulations  as  regards  filtration  ; 
that  is  to  say,  what  should  be  the  proportionate 
area  of  the  filtering  beds,  the  depth  of  sand,  the 
frequency  of  renewal,  or  the  rate  at  which  the 
water  should  be  allowed  to  percolate;  nor,  as 
regards  the  subsidence  tanks,  how  many  days' 
storage  should  be  deemed  sufficient  so  as  to 
obviate  the  necessity  of  taking  in  turbid  storm 
water,  and  to  allow  of  due  settlement ;  but  we 
cannot  shut  our  eyes  to  the  fact  that  the  provi- 
sion for  these  purposes  differs  enormously  in  the 
diff'erent  companies,  and  in  some  of  them  is  to 
our  mind  quite  inadequate."  I  apply  those  last 
words  directly  to  the  two  companies  with  which 
we  are  now  dealing. 

1504.  You  mean  upon  published  figures  of  the 
storage  and  the  reservoirs  they  have? — Upon  the 
facts  here  put  before  the  Royal  Commission,  I 
would  of  course  like  that  the  engineer  should 
deal  with  those  matters  ;  I  have  no  doubt  he  will 
justify  those  propositions,  if  it  is  necessary  to 
justify  them,  of  the  Royal  Commission,  but  I 
only  desired  at  the  outset  to  refer  to  those 
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remarks  of  the  Royal  Commission  in  the  Report 
as  indicating  the  particular  matters  which  ought 
to  be  taken  into  consideration.  There  is  only 
one  other  point  IwouM  deal  with  apart  from  the 
engineering  evidence,  as  justifying,  in  my  opinion, 
this  paragraph  1  ;  or  rather,  1  may  perhaps  take 
paragraphs  1,  3,  and  4  together,  because  those 
are  clearly  matters  for  the  engineer  to  deal  with. 
Paragraph  1  begins  : — "  The  condition  and  state 
of  repair." 

1505.  I  think  it  would  be  more  convenient  if 
yi  u  could  keep  to  paragraph  1  at  present.  You 
were  going  to  say  there  was  one  other  matter,  as 
regards  paragraph  1,  which  you  desired  to  men- 
tion justifying  your  opinion  ? — Take,  for  instance, 
the  condition  of  mains,  which  is  a  matter  which 
the  Council  have  had  under  their  consideration 
when  the  Bill  was  drafted.  Of  course  we  have 
had,  since  this  Bill  was  drafted,  an  absolute  and 
complete  breakdown  of  the  whole  distribution 
system  within  the  area  of  these  two  companies, 
and  I  take  it  ihat  this  is  an  element  which  in 
some  way  or  other  the  arbitrator  ought  to  con- 
eider.  The  facts  may  be  given  later;  but  I  think 
that,  approximately,  I  am  not  far  out  when  I 
say  that  in  a  considerable  proportion  of  these 
two  companies'  districts,  two-thirds  of  the  houses 
supplied  have  been  left  without  water  for  at  least 
a  month. 

1506.  Now,  in  addition  to  the  evidence  which 
will  be  given  us  on  these  matters  by  the  en- 
gineer, you  have  now  stated  certain  general 
considerations  which  were  in  your  mind  and  in 
the  mind  of  the  Committee  in  drafting  this 
paragraph  1  of  the  clause  ? — Yes ;  it  is  quite 
obvious  that  if  these  undertakings  are  transferred 
to  the  London  County  Council  it  will  be  abso- 
lutely impossible  lor  them  to  have  the  mains  and 
distributive  arrangements  in  a  position  which 
would  render  it  possible  that  there  should  be  a 
repetition  of  the  breakdown  of  this  last  winter, 

1507.  I  think  that  deals  with  the  first  question 
of  that  clause.  Now  I  want  to  ask  you  another 
one.  Assuming  it  is  desirable  that  that  matter 
should  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  arbi- 
trator, in  your  opinion  is  a  special  direction,  such 
as  is  given  in  this  clause,  necessary  to  get  it 
before  him  ? — I  think  so  myself.  Do  you  wish 
me  to  explain  my  view  on  that  point  ? 

1508.  Yes,  if  you  will? — Take  the  two  points 
which  we  have  now  been  referring  to,  the  indica- 
tion in  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission  that 
there  must  be  large  additional  expenditure  in 
storage  and  filtration,  and  perhaps  I  ought  also 
to  have  referred  to  the  Jact  that  the  Royal  Com- 
mission, although  they  do  not  recommend  any 
particular  scheme,  indicate  that  there  must  be 
some  considerable  alteration  as  regards  the 
future.  They  have  referred  to  a  certain  scheme 
of  Staines  reservoirs,  which  the  engineer  will 
deal  with  more  fully  ;  but  there  is  an  indication 
on  the  face  of  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commis- 
sion that  something  must  be  done.  The  London 
County  Council  are  considering,  of  course,  what, 
in  their  opinion,  is  the  best  way  of  meeting  that. 
The  Royal  Commission  suggests  this  large 
scheme  of  the  Staines  reservoirs.  Supposing  we 
were  to  put  before  the  arbitrator  a  claim  to  have 
considered,  by  way  of  reduction  of  the  purchase- 
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money,  either  the  probable  obligation  to  make 
these  new  storage  or>filtration  works,  or  the  pro- 
bable obligation  to  relay  the  mains  throughout 
the  district  and  re-connect  the  pipes  with  the 
consumers'  houses ;  suppose  we  were  to  put  that 
before  the  arbitrator,  it  seems  to  me  the  com- 
panies might  fairly  answer  that  they  did  not  care 
for  the  Royal  Commission.  It  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  in  this  transfer  they  will  have  no 
object  whatever  except  to  get  for  their  under- 
takings the  largest  possible  price.  They  have 
no  future  interest  in  the  supply  to  consumers ; 
they  have  no  future  obligations  with  regard  to 
the  supply  of  the  consumers;  nothing  whatever 
to  do  with  them,  and  they  might  very  fairly  say 
we  disagree  with  the  Royal  Commission,  we  do 
not  admit  that  the  Royal  Commission  is  right; 
and  if  they  were  we  do  not  mean  to  comply  with 
their  report,  we  do  not  mean  to  make  any  of 
these  works.  Of  course,  the  more  thev  say  that 
the  more  they  would  increase  their  claim  for 
compensation  because,  supposing  in  oruer  to 
provide  these  new  storage  or  filtration  works,  it 
is  necessary  for  them  to  sink  more  capital,  the 
interest  upon  that  capital  would  be  a  charge 
upon  their  revenue  before  the  net  income  avail- 
able for  dividend  could  be  arrived  at.  They 
may  very  fairly  say  we  do  not  mean  to  incur  the 
expense  which  will  result  in  putting  that  charge 
upon  our  revenue  ;  therefore  we  must  be  com- 
pensated upon  the  basis  of  the  revenue  which  we 
can  show  we  derived  last  year,  and  have  derived 
in  the  past,  and  without  reference  to  any  such 
obligations  as  are  indicated  by  the  Report  of  the 
Royal  Commission,  or  such  obligations  as  the 
evidence  which  the  engineer  will  give,  may 
satisfy  the  Committee,  ought  fairly  and  reason- 
ably to  be  considered. 

1509.  I  think  this  matter  was  very  carefully 
considered,  not  only  by  yourself,  but  by  the 
Parliamentary  Committee,  was  it  not  ? — It  was 
so,  because  Mr.  Charles  Harrison  gave  assistance 
on  the  subject,  and  Mr.  Charles  Harrison  is 
known  as  a  great  authority  on  these  matters. 

Mr.  Littler. 

1510.  We  can  deal  with  what  the  witness  in 
the  box  knows,  but  not  what  Committees  outside 
have  done  ? — No  doubt,  the  constitution  of  the 
present  Parliamentary  Committee  of  the  Council 
is  known,  we  have  very  valuable  authorities 
upon  that  Committee,  and,  to  the  best  of  their 
abilities,  they  considered  this  matter  carefully. 

Mr.  Littler.']  We  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
ability  or  opinions  of  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee ;  we  know  that  the  County  Council  has 
directed  that  this  Bill  shall  come  here,  and  they 
must  present  it  by  witnesses  in  the  usual  way. 

Chairman.]  I  think  Mr.  Cripps  is  explaining 
to  us  why  these  conditions  were  put  in,  and  I 
think  it  is  fair  for  him  to  refer  to  the  Parlia- 
mentary Committee,  on  whose  advice,  as  I  under- 
stand, they  were  put  in. 

Mr.  Littler.']  I  have  no  objection  whatever  to 
his  saying  the  Parliamentary  Committee  are 
unanimous,  or  not  unanimous  ;  but,  if  he  is  going 
to  comment  on  the  ability  of  these  gentlemen,  I, 
would  rather  have  them  here  to  cross-examine. 

M  4  -J—  Chairman.] 
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Chairman.~\  He  may  tell  us  who  the  gentle- 
men are. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1511.  Will  you  kindly  furnish  to  the  Com- 
mittee the  names  of  the  gentlemen  who  form  the 
Parliamentary  Committee  ? — Mr.  R.  M.  Beach- 
croft,  Mr.  Beresford  Hope,  Mr.  Edward  Boul- 
nois,  a  Member  of  this  House ;  Mr.  John  Bums, 
a  Member  of  this  House  ;  Earl  Cadogan,  Lord 
Carrington,  Mr.  Cohen,  a  Member  of  this  House ; 
Mr.  Cornwall,  Mr.  Costelloe,  the  Earl  of  Dudley, 
the  Earl  of  Dunraven,  Mr.  Fardell,  a  Member  of 
this  House ;  Lord  Farrer — and  I  pause  there  to 
say  that  Lord  Farrer  has  exceptional  means  of 
dealing  with  all  these  points. 

Mr.  Littler.']  They  did  not  prepare  this  Bill. 

Mr.  Freeman.l  That  is  exactly  what  they  did. 

Witness.l  If  you  would  refer  to  the  Re- 
port of  Lord  Farrer,  which  is  already  on  the 
notes  

Mr.  Littler.]  I  accept  the  fact  that  they  have 
made  a  Report,  but  why  are  we  to  discuss  the 
exceptional  merits  of  these  gentlemen  ?  I  should 
like  to  see  Lord  Farrer  here. 

Chairman.]  I  have  asked  the  witness  to  give 
me  these  names  ? 

Mr.  Littler.]  This  is  last  year's  Parliamentary 
Committee  ;  not  this  one. 

Chairman. 

1512.  Is  this  the  present  or  the  old  Com- 
mittee ? — The  present  Committee. 

Mr.  Littler.]  This  Bill  was  drafted  by  an 
entirely  different  Parliamentary  Committee. 

Mr.  Freeman.]  Your  are  very  inaccurate. 
This  clause  has  been  before  the  Parliamentary 
Committee  and  very  carefully  considered  by 
them.  This  is  the  Committee  responsible  for 
bringing  in  the  Bill  now  before  your  Committee 
in  the  present  form,  and,  in  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion which  you  asked,  Mr.  Cripps  is  giving  the 
names.  I  do  not  understand  why  he  should  be 
interrupted. 

Chairma7i. 

1513.  Have  you  finished  the  list  ?— No.  Mr. 
Harris,  Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  the  Hon.  Lionel 
Holland,  Colonel  Hughes,  a  member  of  this 
House,  Sir  John  Hutton,  Sir  John  Lubbock,  Sir 
John  Maple,  Captain  Middleton,  Lord  Monks- 
well,  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  Earl  of  Onslow,  Mr. 
Pearce,  Mr.  Radford,  Earl  Russell,  Mr.  James 
Stuart,  Mr.  Thompson,  Lord  Tweedmouth, 
Colonel  Howard  Vincent,  Mr.  Sydney  Webb, 
Lord  Welby,  Mr.  Westacott,  Mr.  Whitmore, 
and  Mr.  Mackinnon  Wood.  Then  the  Water 
Committee,  who  have  also  considered  this  matter 
jointly  with  the  others,  are  Mr.  Bond,  Mr.  Henry 
Clark,  Mr.  Costelloe,  the  Earl  of  Dudley,  the 
Earl  of  Dunraven,  Mr.  Idris,  Sir  John  Lubbock, 
Mr.  McDougall,  Major  Probvn,  Mr.  James 
Stuart,  Mr.  Torr,  Mr, 
and  Mr.  Westacott. 

Mr.  Littler.]  You  ought  to  say  they  were  not 
unanimous.  We  know  what  one  of  the  gentle- 
men of  that  Committee  advised  the  House. 


Ward,   Lord  Welby, 


Mr.  Freeman. 

1514.  I  daresay  you  can  tell  us  one  more  fact. 
I  think,  if  you  compare  that  list  of  the  Parlia- 
mentary Committee,  you  find  that  25  members 
were  on  the  previous  Council  ? — That  is  so. 
Twenty-five  of  them  were  on  the  former 
Council. 

Chairman. 

1515.  I  understand  this  Committee  whose 
names  you  have  now  read  out  to  us  have  adopted 
the  conclusions  arrived  at  by  the  former  Com- 
mittee. Is  that  what  you  mean  to  convey,  or 
are  these  the  Committee  who  originated  the  Bill? 
— It  was  the  former  Committee  who  originated 
the  Bill.  Then  the  Bill  was  of  course  deposited 
in  December.  Then  came  the  London  County 
Council  election,  where  there  was  a  good  deal  of 
talk  of  various  kinds  and  a  considerable  number 
of  new  members  joined  the  Council,  and  the  Par- 
liamentary Committee  was  very  largely  rein- 
forced, because  several  members  of  both  Houses 
of  Parliament  joined  the  Council,  and  they 
became  the  Parliamentary  Committee.  Of  course 
they  were  anxious  to  know  what  the  position  was 
with  regard  to  these  Bills,  and  it  became  my 
duty  to  report  the  Bills  to  them.  The  Parlia- 
mentary Committee  met  every  week,  and 
every  week  the  progress  of  these  Bills  is  re- 
ported to  them  and  instructions  given  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  business  shall  be  con- 
ducted. 

1516.  Then  of  course,  this  Committee  having 
considered  the  Bill,  reported  it  to  the  Council, 
and  it  was  agreed  to  by  the  Council  ? — I  do  not 
think  technically  this  Committee  reported  the 
Bill  to  the  Council.  In  order  to  test  the  feeling 
of  the  Council,  as  Mr.  Charles  Harrison  stated 
yesterday,  a  resolution  was  moved  in  the  Council 
itself  to  the  effect  that  these  two  Bills  should  bs 
pressed  forward  by  themselves  with  all  practical 
despatch,  and  I  think  what  took  place  on  that 
is  already  in  the  notes  of  Mr.  Charles  Harrison's 
evidence. 

1517.  You  had  better  tell  us  the  effect? — 
What  was  done  was  this,  that  Sir  John  Lubbock 
moved  as  an  amendment  a  proposal  to  proceed 
with  these  two  Bills. 

1518.  What  is  the  date  ?— This  is  the  9th  of 
April  this  year ;  Sir  John  Lubbock  moved  an 
amendment :  "  That  before  the  Council  presses 
forward  the  water  Bills  now  before  Parliament, 
the  Finance  Committee  be  instructed  to  report  to 
the  Council  as  to  the  probable  effect  upon  the 
right  of  the  purchase  of  water  companies  in 
manner  proposed  in  the  Bills  now  before  Parlia- 
ment, having  regard  to  the  Resolution  of  the 
Council  with  reference  to  the  necessity  for 
additional  sources  of  supply,  and  on  the  basis  of 
repayment  in  a  maximum  period  of  60  years." 
I  think  I  shall  be  quite  right  in  explaining  that 
to  the  Committee,  because  I  am  very  clearly 
aware  of  Sir  John  Lubbock's  views  on  the  matter 
in  this  way.  There  was  a  suggestion  that  if  the 
Bills  went  forward  in  their  present  form  the 
London  County  Council,  and  of  course  through 
them  the  ratepayers  of  London  might  be  saddled, 
first  of  all  with  the  cost  of  acquiring  these  under- 
takings as  if  they  were  efficient  and  complete, 
and,  in  addition,  with  the  cost  of  making  them 

complete. 
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Chairman — continued. 

complete,  even  if  it  were  necessary,  making  all 
these  storage  and  filter  beds. 

1519.  You  had  better  not  go  on  with  that. 
That  'is  Sir  John  Lubbock's  view.  Will  you 
tell  us  what  was  the  result  of  the  resolution  pro- 
posed ? — The  result  of  that  resolution  which  the 
Committee  will  see  was  not  a  resolution  adverse 
to  the  Bills,  but  as  to  postponement  for  a  further 
report  was  for  the  amendment,  49,  and  against, 
67. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1520.  Have  you  actually  read  the  resolution  ? 
—  That  was  the  amendment.  The  original  reso- 
lution was  this  :  "  That  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Council  it  is  desirable  that  the  Parhamentary 
Committee  should  press  forward  in  Parliament 
the  London  County  Council  Bills  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vaux- 
hall  Companies,  with  all  possible  speed."  When 
that  original  motion  was  put  to  the  vote  the 
Council  divided,  when  there  were  for  the  motion 
66,  and  against  the  motion  30. 

Mr.  Littler. 

1521.  The  total  number  of  the  whole  Council 
being  137  ?— I  am  told  it  is  138. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1522.  That,  of  course,  includes  the  aldermen  ? 
—Yes. 

1523.  Then,  of  course,  on  that  the  Bills  were 
referred  to  the  Parliamentary  Committee,  and 
the  Parliamentary  Committee  then  had,  of  course, 
to  consider  the  Bills  and  decide  what  should  be 
done  with  them,  and  how  they  should  be  pro- 
ceeded with,  and  they  came  to  an  unanimous 
resolution  on  the  subject.  Of  course  it  must  not 
be  understood  that  I  put  that  too  highly,  or  that 
any  of  us  would,  because  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee is  a  very  representative  body,  and  it 
includes  Mr.  Boulnois,  who  has  always  regarded 
himself  as  representative  of  the  water  com- 
panies than  in  any  other  capacity.  Mr.  Boulnois 
did  not  take  part,  I  think,  in  the  discussion  of 
the  Bill  itself,  when  the  Members  of  the  Parlia- 
mentary Committee  who  were  present  unani- 
mously resolved  as  to  the  course  to  be  adopted 
with  regard  to  that. 

1524.  I  think  if  you  have  nothing  further  on 
that  point  we  will  pass,  if  you  please,  to  the  next 
paragraph  which  deals  with  the  legal  powers  of 
the  liambeth  Company  to  the  take  water,  and 
the  probability  of  such  powers  being  limited. 

Mr.  Stanhope. 

■  1525.  1  will  ask  Mr.  Cripps  this  :  When  this 
Committee  or  new  Parliamentary  Committee  of 
the  London  County  Council  was  formed,  you  say 
it  had  that  resolution  of  the  full  Council  to  pro- 
ceed with  these  Bills  placed  before  them.  Was 
there  at  that  time  any  suggestion  made  of  a 
modification  to  be  introduced  into  the  Bills  in 
consequence  of  the  change  of  Committee,  that  is 
to  say,  were  any  modifications  proposed  with 
regard  to  Clause  6  ? — I  do  not  recollect  that  was 
so.  A  modification  was  proposed  which  was  sug- 
gested at  that  time  by  one  of  the  Members  of  the 
Committee  that  a  clause  should  be  introduced 
into  these  Bills  that  they  should  not  be  operative 
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until  the  six  other  Bills  had  been  dealt  with.  That 
is  the  point  the  Committee  are  familiar  with  ;  it 
was  discussed  at  a  considerable  length.  The 
difficulties  which  Avould  result  from  any  such 
clause  were  pointed  out,  and  of  course  they  are 
extremely  obvious,  and  after  the  whole  matter 
had  been  talked  of  and  discussed  at  very  consider- 
able length,  the  noble  Lord  who  proposed  that 
amendment  withdrew  it. 

Chairman. 

1526.  Who  was  that  ? — Lord  Onslow,  and  on 
that  the  Committee  unanimously  instructed  me 
as  to  the  course  to  be  taken  with  regard  to  these 
Bills. 

Mr.  Stanhope. 

1527.  No  modification  was  suggested  with  re- 
gard to  the  peculiar  mode  (for  it  is  a  iww  mode 
of  proceedinij)  in  which  this  arbitration  is  to  be 
proceeded  with.  No  modification  in  Clause  6  was 
suggested  by  the  reorganised  Committee  ?— I  do 
not  at  the  moment  recollect  any  single  suggestion 
for  a  limitation  of  the  clause  being  made,  but  I 
will  take  care  that  the  Committee  shall  be  in- 
formed on  that  point.  At  the  moment  I  am  not 
certain  whether  any  definite  suggestion  for  the 
amendment  of  this  clause  ever  was  made. 

Sir  Stafford  Northcote. 

1527a.  There  is  one  point  I  am  not  quite  clear 
about,  did  the  present  Parliamentary  Committee 
have  these  Bills  under  their  consideration  prior 
to  the  division  of  the  whole  Council  on  Sir  John 
Lubbock's  motion.  My  point  is  this :  did  the 
present  Parliamentary  Committee  sanction  the 
proceeding  with  the  Bills  in  their  present  shajje 
prior  to  the  division  to  which  you  have  referred 
on  Sir  John  Lubbock's  motion  ? — The  continuous 
debate  upon  these  Bills  which  I  think  extended 
over  two  meetings,  and  which  ultimately  resulted 
in  imanimous  instructions  being  given  to  me,  I 
think  was  subsequent  to  the  discussion  of  the 
matter  by  the  Council.  Of  course  before  that 
date  the  Bills  themselves  had  been  before  the 
Members  of  the  Parliamentary  Committee  every 
day  they  met  between  the  date  of  the  new 
Elections  and  this  discussion  in  the  Council. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1528.  There  is  one  matter  before  we  leave 
that  first  paragraph.  Y"ou  see  the  concluding 
words  of  it  "  with  any  liabilities  or  obligations  in 
connection  Avith  their  undertaking  which  the 
Lambeth  Company  may  reasonably  be  required 
or  expected  to  incur  "  ? — Yes. 

1529.  In  your  opinion  is  that  a  matter  which 
would  distinctly  require  some  special  relegation 
to  an  arbitrator  if  it  was  to  be  considered  ? — I 
think  so,  because  the  companies  would  cei'tainly 
contend  it  does  not  matter  what  anyboily  requires 
or  expects  us  to  incur  unless  we  are  placed  under 
Parliamentary  obligation.  We  have  been  placed 
under  no  Parliamentary  obligation,  and  Ave  do  not 
intend  to  be,  and  Ave  never  could  be,  and  there- 
fore that  matter  cannot  be  considered  by  an 
arbitrator.  I  shoidd,  perhaps,  in  reference  to 
Avhat  the  learned  counsel  has  said,  say  that  the 
Council  have  certainly  not  depended  upon  their 
own  opinion  on  this  matter,    I  mean  they  have 
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been  carefully  advised  by  some  of  Mr.  Littler's 
own  colleagues  who  are  very  high  authorities  on 
arbitration  questions,  and  it  was  on  the  advice  of 
counsel,  of  course,  that  the  form  of  this  Bill  was 
ultimately  settled. 

Mr.  Pember. 

1530.  Will  you  say  who  the  counsel  was  ? — 
If  it  is  flecessary  both  Mr.  Balfour  BroAvne,  Mr. 
Worsley  Taylor,  and  Mr.  Freeman  have  advised 
us  upon  this  ))oint.  Mr.  Freeman  devoted  a  great 
deal  of  careful  attention  to  the  matter  in  its  early 
stages;  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  and  Mr.  Worsley 
Taylor  at  subsequent  periods. 

Chairman. 

1531.  Was  that  advice  given  before  or  after 
the  Bill  was  drawn  ? — Before  the  Bill  was  drawn. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1532.  I  certainly  can  answer  that  as  regards 
one  person  ? — I  know  the  form  of  this  clause 
began  to  be  considered  by  the  London  County 
Council  as  long  ago  as  last  July,  that  I  can 
answer,  and  was  very  much  considered  by 
members  of  the  Water  Committee,  being  advised 
by  Mr.  Freeman  from  time  to  time. 

Chairman. 

1533.  Was  any  case  submitted  to  counsel  for 
their  opinion  in  the  usual  form  ? — I  think,  sir, 
they  were  all  conversational  discussions  between 
Mr.  Freeman  and  myself,  subject  to  this  that  I 
know  the  Members  of  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee on  more  than  one  occasion  in  order  that 
they  might  all  have  the  advantage  of  discussing 
this  matter  with  a  high  authoiity,  asked  Mr. 
Freeman  to  attend  at  Spring  Gardens  for  the 
purpose. 

1 534.  Were  the  other  gentlemen  }  ou  have 
referred  to  consulted  in  the  form  of  a  case  for 
opinion  submitted  to  them  ? — No,  I  do  not  think 
that  either  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  or  Mr.  Worsley 
Taylor  were.  Mr.  Worsley  Taylor  was  consulted 
as  to  the  form  of  this  clause  before  the  Bill  was 
settled  ;  indeed  I  know  I  had  the  advantage  of 
several  considtations  with  him. 

1535.  But  not  in  the  form,  as  I  understand  of 
a  case  submitted  for  opinion  ? — No. 

1536.  Was  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  also  consulted 
in  the  same  way  ? — Mr,  Balfour  Browne  was  not 
at  the  time  consulted  about  this  Bill,  not  until  a 
much  later  period,  when  he  was  asked  to  under- 
take the  advocacy  of  it, 

1537.  After  it  had  been  drawn  ? — After  it  had 
been  drawn. 

Mr.  Pember. 

1538.  Are  you  quite  sure  about  Mr.  Worsley 
Taylor  ? — If  you  have  any  doubt  I  will  refresh 
my  memory. 

1539.  1  wish  you  would  

Mr.  Littler. 

1540.  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  was  counsel  for 
the  Lambeth  Company  until  a  recent  date  ? — I 
can  answer  that  question  about  Mr.  Worsley 
Taylor.  I  can  recollect  perfectly  well  Mr. 
Worsley  Taylor  advised  me  about  it  and  discussed 
the  matter  with  me  antecedently  to  the  actual 
deposit  of  the  Bill. 


Chairman. 

1541.  But  after  it  was  drawn  ? — Yes.  Of 
course  in  the  first  instance  I  have  to  draft  a  Bill 
of  this  sort  in  outline  and  then  I  obtain  the  assis- 
tance of  counsel  with  respect  to  difficult  points 
upon  it. 

1542.  Was  it  submitted  to  them  for  approval 
as  a  professional  act  on  their  part  ? — It  was  sub- 
mitted to  them  for  them  to  exercise  the  whole  of 
their  ability  and  ingenuity  upon.  The  original 
draft  has  been  very  largely  modified,  of  course  it 
is  a  very  difficult  matter  to  draft  a  clause  of  this 
sort. 

1543.  The  only  reason  I  asked  you  the  ques- 
tion about  that  is  that  you  relied  to  a  certain 
extent  upon  the  advice  of  counsel  for  the  peculiar 
form  in  which  this  clause  is  drawn? — Yes. 

.544.  Of  course  it  is  of  some  importance  for 
us  to  know  exactly  to  what  extent  and  in  what 
form  and  on  what  responsibility  such  advice  Avas- 
given  by  the  counsel  whom  you  consulted  ? — 
Of  course  I  I'eel  that  this  is  a  matter  rather  of 
argument  for  the  learned  counsel,  and  I  suppose 
they  will  have  to  justify  their  advice  in  argu- 
ment. 

1545.  You>  I  think,  were  mentioned  by  Miv 
Harrison  as  the  gentleman  who  would  give  us 
information  upon  this  subject  when  you  came, 
and  1  suppose  no  one  would  know  better  than 
yourself,  who  instructed  counsel,  under  what 
circumstances  their  opinion  was  taken  ? — Well,, 
sir,  of  course  I  ought  to  know  exactly,  but  with 
the  large  number  of  Bills  to  deal  with  I  do  not 
exactly  recollect  what  took  place.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  when  this  matter  was  first  considered, 
I  consulted  Mr.  Freeman  on  the  subject  generally 
as  to  the  necessity  for  a  clause  of  this  kind,  and 
how  the  matter  ought  to  be  dealt  with,  I  then 
put  the  clause  into  some  sort  of  form.  I  then 
consulted  the  members  of  the  Water  Committee 
of  the  Council  on  the  subject.  They  considered 
the  matter  very  fully  and  carefully  at  intervals. 
We  again  availed  ourselves  of  Mr.  Freeman's 
advice  in  deciding  how  far  these  particular  mat- 
ters should  be  introduced  into  the  clause,  how  far 
they  were  necessary,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that 
there  were  a  very  large  number  of  additions  to 
the  draft  from  time  to  time ;  and  in  the  ordinary 
coarse  of  business,  I  should  have  seen  Mr.  Free- 
man on  the  matter  and  discussed  the  thing  with 
him.  I  do  not  recollect,  and  I  think  it  probably 
would  not  be  the  case,  that  there  was  any  other 
case  submitted  to  him  in  the  sense  of  a  written 
case  for  his  opinion. 

1546.  Or  to  the  other  gentlemen? — Or  to  the 
other  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Pember. 

1547.  We  do  not  quite  gather  at  this  side  of 
the  table  whether  there  was  any  case  submitted 
to  anybody  about  this  clause  in  writing  ? — I  do 
not  think  so,  I  may  say  if  the  Committee  wish 
further  information  on  that  point  or  the  learned 
counsel  asked  me  any  further  questions,  I  would 
rather  take  time  to  look  up  again  exactly  what 
did  take  place,  because  I  was  hardly  prepared 
for  that  particular  question.  I  am  speaking  from 
recollection,  of  course,  without  reference  to  what 
has  actually  taken  place. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Fember.']  Subject  to  any  further  explana- 
tion on  the  part  of  Mr.  Cripps  we  may  take  it 
there  was  no  case  in  writing  submitted  to  any 
counsel  in  regard  to  this  clause. 

Chairman^  So  I  understand. 

IVitnessJ]  No  such  case  would  have  been 
submitted  except  by  myself,  and  at  the  moment 
I  do  not  recollect  ever  having  submitted  one. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

15-18.  Now  we  pass  to  the  next  section  of  this 
clause :  "  The  legal  powers  of  the  Lambeth 
Company  to  take  water  and  the  probability  of 
such  powers  being  limited " ;  the  powers  of 
taking  water  as  regards  the  Thames  of  course 
exist  under  certain  acts  and  certain  agreements? 
— Yes,  that  is  so. 

1549.  Will  you  just  explain,  having  regard  to 
the  action  of  certain  of  the  counties  and  other 
toodies,  what  is  the  exact  meaning  of  the  words 
of  Sub-section  2  ? — First  of  all,  you  will  observe 
the  sub-section  is  divided  into  two  parts  ;  there 
are  first  the  legal  powers  of  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany to  take  water,  and  then  the  probability  of 
such  powers  being  limited.  Without  going  into 
any  legal  question,  there  is  considerable  doubt 
as  to  what  are  the  powers  of  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany to  take  water  out  of  the  Thames.  By  their 
Act  of  1871  a  certain  agreement  between  them- 
selves and  the  J  hames  Conservancy  was  con- 
firmed, or,  rather,  I  think,  the  agreement  was  one 
between  the  Lambeth  Company  and  the  Cor- 
poration of  London,  at  the  time  when  they  were 
conservators  of  the  River  Thames,  and  before 
the  present  Thames  Conservancy  Board  was 
established.  That  agreement,  as  confirmed  by 
that  Act,  provides  that  they  shall  not  take 
out  of  the  Thames  more  than  20,000,000 
gallons  of  water  in  any  day.  I  think  I 
have  given  the  figures  right.  By  a  sub- 
sequent arrangement  between  the  Lambeth 
Company  and  the  Thames  Conservancy,  the 
Thames  Conservancy  in  consideration  of  a  prc- 
.mise  of  the  Lambeth  Company  to  pay  a  certain 
sum  per  annum  acquiesced  ;  indeed,  I  think  they 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  Lambeth 
Company  that  that  figure  of  20,000,000  gallons 
should  be  increased  from  20,000,000  gallons  to 
24,500,000  gallons.  The  Thames  Conservancy 
in  1878  introduced  a  Bill  into  Parliament,  and 
whilst  it  was  pendmg,  an  attempt  was  made  to 
introduce  into  it  clauses  which  would  have  em- 
powered the  Thames  Conservancy  to  allow  the 
water  companies  to  take  out  of  the  Thames  a 
larger  quantity  of  water  than  that  to  which  the 
companies  were  limited,  but  the  Bill  came  before 
Sir  Hussey  Vivian's  Committee,  and  Sir  Hussey 
Vivian  declined,  in  the  absence  of  evidence,  that 
it  could  properly  be  done  to  introduce  a  clause 
which  the  Thames  Conservancy  Board  and  the 
company  asked  to  have  introduced.  Subse- 
quently to  that  clause  having  been  refused  by 
Parliament  empowering  the  agreements  to  be 
made,  the  Thames  Conservancy  and  the  com- 
panies came  to  an  agreement,  and  it  is  a  very 
open  question  whether  in  those  circumstances 
that  agreeement  is  one  upon  which  the  Lam- 
beth Company  can  or  would  rely,  and  whether 
it  is  one  upon  which  the  London  County  Council 
coidd  rely  if  they  bought  the  Lambeth  Com- 
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pany's  undertaking.  This  is  a  matter  obviously 
of  extreme  importajice,  because  the  Lambeth 
Company  are  already  approaching,  I  think,  the 
limit  of  the  20,(100,000  gallons  which  they  are 
empowered  under  the  first  Act  to  take.  It  is  a 
matter  of  tlie  greatest  possible  importance  in 
reference  to  the  acquisition  of  this  undertaking, 
whether  or  not  that  subsequent  agreement  is  or 
is  not  legal.  There  are,  of  course,  a  great 
many  complicated  questions  of  law  connected 
Avith  that  matter  into  which  I  do  not  suppose 
the  learned  counsel  will  wish  me  to  go,  Init 
there  is  a  strong  bond  fide  doubt  as  to  the 
legal  position  of  the  Lambeth  Company  in  the 
matter, 

1550.  I  think  you  have  now  enumerated,  have 
you  not,  all  the  powers  under  which  the  Lam- 
beth Company  either  take  or  claim  to  take  water 
from  the  Thames? — No,  I  have  not  quite  all, 
because  it  appeared  before  the  Royal  Commis- 
sion that  the  Lambeth  Company  were  claiming 
to  take  in  addition  to  that  20,000,000,  some 
water  which  they  said  they  pumped,  indeed, 
which  they  do  pump.  The  soil  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  their  works  is  of  gravel  and  porous, 
and  they  have,  I  believe,  although  the  engineer 
will  be  able  to  explain  this  better  than  I  can,  an 
arrangement  under  which  they  have,  in  close 
2:>roximity  to  the  River  Thames,  but  on  their 
side  of  the  bank,  a  tunnel  in  the  gravel,  out  of 
which  they  pump  water.  They  claim  to  have  a 
legal  right  to  do  that,  because  they  are  land- 
owners, and  every  landowner  can  do  what  he 
likes  with  the  water  under  his  land ;  but  the 
Royal  Commission  clearly  indicated  their  opinion 
that  this  water  must  be  either  water  intercepted 
on  its  way  to  the  Thames,  or  water  abstracted 
from  the  Thames  ;  and,  therefore,  that  it  ought 
to  be  reckoned  Avithin  the  limits  of  20,000,000 
gallons  to  which  the  Lambeth  Company  are 
restricted.  The  Southwark  case,  to  take  that 
at  the  same  time,  is  even  more  important,  be- 
cause the  Southwark  Company  are  under  some- 
what different  statutory  powers,  but  there  the 
contention  is  on  the  one  side  that  they  are  limited 
to  20,000,000  gallons  a  day,  and  the  contention 
on  the  other  side  is  that  they  may  take 
24,500,000  gallons.  The  fact  is,  as  I  think  the 
engineer  will  explain,  that  they  are  not  only 
taking  24 1  million  gallons,  but  very  often  a  great 
deal  more.  Now  it  is  obvious  that  in  the  South- 
wark case  the  matter  is  of  most  extreme  import- 
ance, because  if  their  legal  power  to  take  water 
is  what  we  suggest  it  is,  they  are  existing  at  the 
present  moment  simply  upon  selling  to  the  con- 
sumers water  which  does  not  belong  to  them, 
and  which  they  are  not  entitled  to  take  at  all  ; 
and  the  whole  of  that  question  is  one  of  great 
importance,  l)ecause  on  that  depends  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  Southwark  Company  are,  or 
are  not,  able  to  fulfil  their  obligations  as  regards 
their  present  district. 

1551.  I  think  both  those  cases  of  Lambeth 
and  Southwark  are  dealt  with  by  the  Royal 
Commission  in  paragraphs  90  and  91  of  their 
Report^ — If  that  is  so,  perhaps  you  would  let 
Mr.  Binnie  deal  with  it. 

1552.  That  is  so  ;  I  will  not  take  up  time  by 
N  2  -I—  reading 
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reading  it ;  now  that  deals  with  powers  claimed 
by  the  Lambeth  Company  of  taking  water  ? — 
And  of  the  Soiithwark  Company. 

1553.  Now  will  you  direct  your  mind  to  the 
second  part  of  the  clause,  the  probability  of  such 
powers  being  limited  ;  in  the  first  place  you  will 
recollect  that  last  year  the  Thames  Conservancy 
had  a  Bill  for  re-organising  the  Conservancy  ? — 
Yes,  they  were  required,  under  an  enactment 
which  was  obtained  by  the  London  County 
Council,  to  introduce  a  Bill  into  Parliament  for 
the  general  re-constitution  of  their  body  and 
their  powers. 

1554.  Under  that  Bill  did  the  question  of 
water  taken  from  the  Thames  by  the  water  com- 
panies incidentally  arise  ? — Yes. 

1555.  Were  certain  limitations  put  by  that 
Bill  on  the  water  companies? — The  Bill,  as  it 
was  introduced,  was  put  forward  as  a  consolida- 
tion Bill,  but  we  found  that  in  so  far  as  it  related 
to  this  matter,  the  Bill  was  not  a  consolidation 
Bill,  but  proposed  to  legalise  these  disputed 
agreements  ;  in  fact,  to  confer  the  power  which 
the  Conservancy  Board  had  asked  for  in  1878, 
and  Parliament  had  refused.  Steps  were  taken 
before  the  second  reading  of  the  Bill  to  deal 
with  the  matter,  because  the  London  County 
Council  refused  to  allow  the  Bill  to  proceed,  if 
it  were  going  to  give  any  further  powers  of 
abstracting  water  from  the  Thames  than  then 
existed.  They  regarded  the  Thames  Conser- 
vancy Board  as  a  body  to  preserve  and  main- 
tain the  water  of  the  Thames  as  in  fact  had  been 
specially  provided  under  the  previously  existing 
Thames  Conservancy  Acts. 

1556.  And  the  result  was  that,  to  that  Thames 
Conservancy  Act,  a  schedule  was  put  restricting 
the  powers  of  the  water  companies? — I  think  so, 
but  perhaps  the  Committee  would  allow  me  to 
refer  to  see  whether  I  am  right  in  what  I  say. 

1557.  There  was  an  instruction  from  the 
H  ousCj  and  then  the  general  clause  was  put  in 
that  Act,  and  the  particular  schedule  which  was 
put  in  the  Bill  was  struck  out. 

Mr.  Pember. 

1558.  The  schedule  which  limited  the  number 
of  gallons  to  be  taken  was  struck  out? — We 
opposed,  on  behalf  of  the  London  County 
Council,  the  Bill  altogether.  There  would  have 
been  a  discussion  in  the  House,  I  believe  I  am 
right  about  this,  on  the  second  reading.  I  am 
not  quite  sure  that  I  am  not  mixing  it  up  with 
the  Southward  and  Vauxhall  Bills,  but  at  all 
events,  I  think  on  the  Thames  Conservancy  Bill 
we  agreed  to  a  form  of  instruction  which  was 
nioved  and  adopted  by  the  House.  That  instruc- 
tion was  to  the  effect  that  the  Committee  on  the 
Bill  should,  perhaps  I  had  better  not  repeat  it, 
it  was  gererally  to  the  effect  that  no  more  water 
should  be  taken  out  of  the  Thames. 

Mr.  Fimber.']  I  happen  to  remember  what  it 
was  :  perhaps  you  will  not  mind  my  sayino-  the 
instruction  was  absolutely  to  this  effect ;  ^'that 
nothing  contained  in  the  Act  should  authorise 
the  taking  of  any  further  quantity  of  water  from 
the  River  Thames. 


Mr.  Freeman. 

1559.  That  is  perfectly  accurate  ?— Yes,  I 
think  that  was  it.  I  know  I  had  a  long  discus- 
sion with  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
subject. 

1560.  As  the  Bill  was  introduced  there  was  a 
schedule  showing  certain  quantities  of  water,  in- 
cluding what  they  shall  be  entitled  to  under 
agreements ;  that  was  struck  out  and  a  general 
clause  was  put  into  the  Bill  that  nothing  Avas  to 
give  them  further  powers  than  they  then  had  ? — 
Yes  ;  the  section  was  this  :  "  Subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act  contained  in  the  section 
whereof  the  marginal  note  is  '  power  of  intake  by 
metropolitan  water  companies,'  "  and  so  on,  '•  the 
companies  shall  not,  imless  and  until  authorised 
so  to  do  by  Parliament,  take  a  quantity  of  water 
from  the  Thames  in  any  day  of  24  hours,  calcu- 
lated from  midnight  to  midnight,  greater  than 
the  quantity  which  such  company  might  have 
lawfidly  taken  in  any  such  day  on  or  before  the 
5th  day  of  April  1894."  That  was  the  section 
which  was  introduced  into  this  Act  in  conse- 
quence of  the  instriiction  ;  and  after  a  great  deal 
of  discussion  to  make  it  clear  that  this  Thames 
Conservancy  Act  of  1894  did  not  authorise  the 
abstraction  from  the  Thames  of  any  greater 
quantity  of  water  than  the  companies  might  have 
lawfully  taken  before  the  5th  April  1894. 

1561.  In  respect  of  these  very  Bills  for  dealing 
with  the  water  question,  have  petitions  been  pve- 
sented  by  the  county  councils  and  various  autho- 
rities ? — Yes. 

1562.  Do  you  find  in  several  of  those  which  I 
will  just  put  to  you  in  a  njoment  allegations  that 
no  further  water  should  be  taken  out  of  the 
respective  districts  of  those  authorities? — Yes, 
that  is  so.  I  think  I  might  just  explain,  if  Mr. 
Binnie  would  kindly  point  out  the  Hertfordshire 
district,  the  water  supplied  by  the  New  River 
Company  is  taken  from  that  area  coloured  blue, 
by  Hoddesdon  ;  and  the  gentleman  who  is  point- 
ing to  the  map  will  indicate  where  the  New 
River  water  is  taken  from.  There  was  a  great 
question  before  the  Royal  Commission  as  to 
what  is  the  eff'ect  upon  Hertfordshire  at  the 
present  of  the  appropriation  of  the  water  which 
the  New  River  Company  is  supplying  to  London. 
That  is,  of  course,  a  very  complicated  and  large 
subject;  but  it  is  obvious  that,  at  all  events, 
there  is  a  very  strong  feeling  in  Hertfordshire  to 
the  effect  that  the  whole  county  is  suffering  from 
the  gradual  abstraction  of  water  from  that  county 
by  London,  and  not  only  so,  but  in  the  case  of 
the  Bill  which  has  been  introduced,  but  which 
has  not  been  read  a  second  time,  relating  to  the 
New  Rivor,  the  Hertfordshire  County  Council 
have  presented  a  petition  claiming  that  no 
further  water  should  be  taken  out  of  Hertford- 
shire than  is  taken  by  the  New  River  Company 
at  the  present  time.  Whenever  we  get  to  the 
New  River  Bill  that  will  be  a  very  pretty  ques- 
tion for  discussion,  and  the  Hertfordshire  people 
will  shoAv  exactly,  by  geological  and  other 
evidence,  what  has  been  the  effect  upon  them, 
and  they  will  ask,  as  they  are  asking  upon  these 
vei-y  Bills,  to  have  a  limitation  put  on  the  quan- 
tity of  water  which  may  be  taken  from  Hertford- 
shire. 

1563.  Then,  without  travelling  into  the  New 
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River  Bill,  I  have  before  me  the  petition  of  the 
Hertfordshire  County  Council,  in  respect  to  this 
very  Lambeth  Bill,  in  vphich  they  say  it  should 
be  made  subject  to  conditions  limiting  the  daily 
abstraction  of  water  from  the  Long  Well  and 
other  works  on  the  river  Lea  ?  — I  hope  the  Hert- 
fordshire County  Council  will  not  go  into  all 
that  on  this  Bill,  because,  of  course,  if  they  do 
we  shall  never  get  to  the  end  of  it ;  but  it  is  a 
clear  indication  upon  their  petition  and  upon  the 
facts  that  there  is  a  strong  probability  of  powers 
being  limited  there.  The  same  thing  arises  with 
Kent,  and  more  directly  upon  this  Bill.  Then 
the  County  of  Middlesex  are  raising  a  question, 
and  even  beyond  that  the  Thames  Conservancy 
Board  have  proposed  to  us  a  clause.  They  have 
petitioned  against  this  Bill,  and  they  proposed  a 
clause  to  us  which  they  wish  to  submit  to  the 
Committee  to  this  effect :  that  on  the  Lambeth 
Bill  the  Council  shall  not,  under  the  powers  of 
this  Act,  or  the  recited  Acts,  take  directly  or 
indirectly  from  the  river  Thames,  which  expres- 
sion includes  any  tributary  thereof,  and  any  de- 
fined channel  discharging  into  the  said  river,  or 
any  such  tributary,  or  off,  out  of,  or  from  under 
any  land  near  or  within  500  yards  of  the  Thames, 
in  any  day  of  24  hours,  calculated  from  midnight 
to  midnight,  a  greater  quantity  in  the  whole 
than  24,500,000  gallons.  So  that  the  Committee 
will  see  that,  not  only  are  the  legal  powers  of 
the  Lambeth  Company  and  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  to  take  water  very  much 
open  to  question,  but  the  risk  that  those  powers 
woxild  be  actually  limited  on  the  application  to 
Parliament  of  somebody  or  other  concerned  in 
the  matter  is  certainly  not  inconsiderable. 

1564.  Now  as  regards  those  matters,  do  you 
think  it  is  specially  necessary  to  enable  them  to 
be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  arbitrators  to 
propose  this  clause  ? — Unless  an  arbitrator  had 
the  fullest  possible  powers,  almost  the  powers  of 
Parliament  in  regard  to  these  matters,  I  do  not 
see  how  the  arbitrator  can  take  that  into  conside- 
ration. I  imagine  it  would  be  said :  How  can  I 
consider  what  is  the  probability  ;  all  these  com- 
panies have  certain  powers,  and  in  the  absence  of 
any  distinct  actual  limitation  of  those  powers, 
how  can  I  as  an  arbitrator  take  the  matter  into 
consideration.  Nevertheless  it  is  a  serious  risk 
as  the  Committee  will  see,  because  we  may  not 
only  have  to  face  the  question  of  this  Bill,  but 
should  it  ever  be  necessary  to  get  any  further 
powers  from  anyone  within  this  region,  the  Com- 
mittee will  see  what  a  difficulty  we  should  be  in, 
or  the  Lambeth  Company  would  be  in  if  they 
remained  in  possession  of  their  undertaking. 

1565.  Now  further,  on  that  clause  you  are 
aware  that  the  Lambeth  Company  are  in  Parlia- 
ment this  Session  ? — Yes. 

1566.  Are  you  aware  that  in  the  report  of  the 
Local  Government  Board  on  that  Bill  attention 
is  drawn  to  the  fact  that  the  company  must  not 
rely  upon  their  statutory  power  to  take  water 
fr(»ai  Seething  Wells,  and  that  that  power  should 
be  limited  ? — Yes  ;  there  are  some  very  impor- 
tant points  in  the  report  of  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board  on  the  Lambeth  Company's  Bill, 
and  on  the  Chelsea  Bill  dealing  with  this  matter 
which  we  have  now  imder  consideration.     If  the 
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Committee  will  forgive  me,  I  will  read  this  para- 
graph from  the  Local  Government  Board  Report; 
"  The  Board  may  add  that  they  are  advised  that 
it  is  desirable  that  the  Bill  should  prohibit  the 
company  from  taking  water  from  the  Thames  at 
Long  Ditton.  So  far  back  as  1871  the  preamble 
of  the  Lambeth  Waterworks  Act  of  that  year 
recited  that  it  was  expedient  that  the  company 
should  be  empowered  to  take  water  from  the 
Thames  above  the  junction  of  the  Mole,  which  is 
above  Long  Ditton.  Four  years  later  the  pre- 
amble of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  Act,  1875, 
contained  a  recital  to  the  effect  that  the  company 
then  supplied  their  district  with  water  takea 
from  the  river  Thames  at  Seething  Wells  (which 
adjoins  the  intake  of  the  Lambeth  Company  at 
Long  Ditton)  but  that  the  water  of  the  river  at 
that  point  was  at  times  turbid  and  discoloured, 
and  it  was  expedient  that  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  company  to  afford  a  better  supply 
of  water  to  their  district,  they  should  be  autho- 
rised to  take  water  from  the  Thames  at  a  poiot 
above  Molesey  Lock."  Perhaps  Mr.  Binnie  will 
just  show  these  intakes  to  the  Committee.  The 
Local  Government  Board  report  refers,  which  is 
rather  important,  to  the  intake  at  Long  Ditton, 
and  then  there  is  the  intake  at  Seething  Wells  ; 
practically  they  are  the  same.  "  The  intakes  of 
the  two  companies  at  Long  Ditton  and  Seething 
Wells  have  long  since  been  discontinued  as  im- 
proper sources  of  supply ;  but  the  Board  have 
recently  been  informed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Lambeth  Waterworks  Company  that  that  com- 
pany have  no  intention  of  abandoning  their 
statutory  right  to  make  use  of  that  intake  at 
Seething  Wells,  and  that  in  the  possible  event  of 
a  serious  accident  occurring  at  the  company's 
intake  at  Molesey ;  or  in  the  trunk  mains  at 
any  point  between  Molesey  and  Ditton,  it 
might  be  necessary,  temporarily,  to  resume 
the  intiike  at  Seething  Wells.  The  Board 
are  of  opinion  that  if  any  precautionary 
raeasiires  are  necessary  to  prevent  accidents 
occurring  at  the  intakes  at  Molesey,  they  should 
be  taken  by  the  companies,  and  that  neither 
Company  should  rely  on  their  present  statutory 
power  to  take  water  from  an  intake  which  has 
long  been  discontinued  as  improper  for  the 
purpose."  Whereas,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  although 
the  Local  Government  Board  say  it  has  long 
been  discontinued  as  improper  for  the  purpose,  I 
believe  evidence  could  be  given  to  show  that 
even  at  the  present  time  the  intake  is  used 
occasionally  whenever  it  may  be  convenient  or 
necessary  that  it  should  be  used.  At  all  events, 
there  it  is.  It  is  a  legal  power  of  the  Lambeth 
Company,  and  the  probability  of  that  power 
being  limited,  certainly,  I  think,  ought  to  be 
taken  into  consideration  by  the  arbitrator. 
Why  should  this  company  contend — because 
that  will  be  one  great  question — that  they  are 
able  to  increase  their  valuation  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  they  have  a  legal  power  to  take  in 
water  at  Seething  Wells  ?  The  Local  Govern- 
ment Board  point  out,  as  everybody  knows,  that, 
in  the  circumstances  which  have  happened  since 
that  intake  was  authorised,  it  has  become  alto- 
gether an  improper  source  of  water  supply. 
1567.  Now  we  may  pass  from  that  and  proceed 
N  3  to 
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to  the  next  two  items,  No.  3  :  "  The  adequacy 
and  efficiency  of  the  present  sources  of  supply, 
and  of  the  reservoirs,  filter  beds,  filtration 
arrangements,  wells,  mains,  conduits,  pipes,  ma- 
chinery, and  plant  of  the  Lambeth  Company  to 
meet  their  present  and  future  requirements."  I 
think  you  took  the  next  one  with  that,  did  you 
not.  No.  4  :  "  The  probable  or  possible  necessity 
of  the  future  introduction  of  a  new  source  of 
supply,  or  new,  or  improved  works."  Fii'st  of 
all,  dealing  with  the  proposition  that  that  is  a 
fair  matter  to  be  considered  by  the  arbitrator, 
that  is  mainly  a  question  for  engineering  evi- 
dence, is  it  not?— Yes,  it  is  ;  and,  to  a  certain 
extent,  as  far  as  I  can  deal  with  the  matter,  I 
point  out  that  even  on  the  Report  of  the  Royal 
Commission  itself  something  must  be  done  ; 
there  is  a  probable  necessity  of  the  future  intro- 
duction of  a  new  source  of  supply,  or  new,  or 
incqiroved  works.  It  was  rather  put  to  Mr. 
Harrison  whether  that  was  intended  to  cover 
such  an  event  as  is  contemplated  by  the  Report 
of  the  Royal  Commission,  the  removal  of  the 
intakes — the  company  being  forced  to  remove 
its  intakes,  or  its  present  intake  at  Molesey,  up 
to  Staines.  It  was  no  doubt  intended  (.this  is 
our  contention)  that  whatever  may  be  the  future 
obligations  which  would  be  imposed  upon  the 
companies  if  the  undertakings  remain  in  their 
hands,  should  be  considered  by  the  arbitrator 
whether  it  becomes  necessary  to  go  far  afield 
outside  the  Thames  valley  for  a  new  source  of 
water  supply,  or  whether  it  is  siifficient  to  make 
the  storage  reservoirs  at  Staines.  The  fact  that 
those  suggestions  have  been  made  with  the 
prominence  and  force  with  which  they  have 
been  made,  ought  to  be  before  any  arbitration 
tribunal  in  deciding  what  we  ought  to  pay. 

1568.  Does  this  clause  also  relate,  taking  it  as 
an  illustration  merely,  to  a  matter  which  you 
have  already  mentioned,  the  break  down  of  the 
companies'  supply  during  the  present  winter  ? — 
Yes  ;  of  course  there  is  a  question  which  may 
have  to  be  discussed  to  a  considerable  extent. 
The  contention  of  the  surveyors  of  all  these 
parishes,  and  of  Mr.  Binnie,  and  of  everybody 
concerned  in  the  matter,  is  that  the  recent  break 
down  is  due  to  two  things.  First,  the  mains 
were  so  inefficiently  laid  by  them,  because  they 
were  laid  too  near  the  surface,  and  were  not 
properly  protected — the  mains  were  so  ineffi- 
ciently laid  that  the  freezing  of  them  necessarily 
followed,  in  fact  that  the  obstruction  by  freezing 
was  a  matter  which  could  have  been  prevented, 
and  ought  to  have  been  prevented  by  the  com- 
panies. That  is  one  case.  The  other  case  was 
our  contention  that  the  companies,  instead  of 
continuing  the  water  supply  in  their  mains,  shut 
it  ofl^.  That,  of  course,  is  a  very  important 
matter,  whether  those  mains  are  adequate  and 
efficient  or  not.  But  what,  of  course,  the  water 
companies  would  say  would  be :  What  does  it 
matter  to  us  whether  they  are  efficient,  or 
whether  they  are  not ;  as  long  as  we  had  our 
undertakings  we  got  our  money  ?  It  may  be 
true  that,  in  many  of  those  cases,  if  the  consumer 
had  resisted  the  demand  made  upon  him,  and  had 
chosen  to  go  through  all  the  processes,  and  all 
the  Courts  and  perhaps  up  to  the  House  of 
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Lords — it  may  be  true  we  should  not  have 
recovered  the  quarter's  water  rate  for  the  period 
during  which  we  gave  no  water.  Prima  facie,  it 
certainly  seems  that  where  a  company  is  entitled 
to  charge  for  a  supply  of  water  it  could  have 
very  little  right  to  the  demand  where  the  supply 
of  water  is  not  given  ;  but  there  are  difficult 
legal  questions  involved  in  the  matter.  The 
companies  might  fairly  say :  We  got  oiu'  money, 
and  we  shovdd  go  on  getting  our  money — people 
would  not  have  resisted  :  people  would  not  have 
discussed  that  matter  with  us. 

Chairman, 

1569.  Do  you  meaii  that  is  the  way  they  would 
argue  it  before  the  arbitrator  when  the  question 
was  brought  on? — It  seems  to  me  that  that  would 
be  open  to  them. 

1570.  Then  you  do  not  mean,  in  tliis  part  of 
your  evidence,  at  all  events,  to  contend  that  they 
could  not  bring  it  before  the  arbitrator  at  all  ? — 
Well,  of  course  that  depends  upon  the  basis 
upon  which  the  arbitrator  would  proceed ;  and  I 
think  practically  we  all  agree  on  both  sides  that 
there  could  be  only  one  basis.  The  arbitrator 
must  take  the  gross  income  of  the  company,  and 
he  must  deduct  from  that  gross  iucome  all  the 
necessary  expenditure  in  the  way  of  interest 
upon  debt,  and  cost  of  management. 

1571.  I  did  not  mean  to  ask  you  at  this  stage 
to  argue  that  part  of  it,  because,  no  doubt,  that 
will  come  on  bye-and-bye.  I  only  meant  with 
regard  to  the  immediate  answers  you  were 
giving.  You  were  saying  what  would,  or  would 
not  be  said  before  the  arbitrator.  That  seems  to 
me  to  imply  that  this  issue  would  have  been 
raised  and  debated  by  the  arbitrator  ? — Yes,  I 
might  put  it  in  this  way,  perhaps,  that  the  com- 
panies would  say  :  If  inadequate  and  inefficient 
means — if  such  a  system  as  we  have  at  present, 
yields  us  a  certain  income  we  are  entitled  to  be 
compensated  on  the  basis  of  that  income,  and 
without  reference  to  the  fact  that  directly  the 
purchaser  has  paid  us  for  our  undertaking  he 
will  be  placed  under  the  liability  involved  in 
making  that  system  both  adequate  and  efficient. 

1572.  Certainly  I  only  meant  to  say  it  involves 
that  that  argument  should  take  place  before  the 
arbitrator  ? — Yes. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1573.  In  your  opinion  would  it  be  possible  to 
raise  these  questions  with  the  certainty  of  their 
being  discussed  if  there  were  not  some  direction 
enabling  the  arbitrator  to  take  them  into  con- 
sideration ? — I  suppose  it  is  very  likely  that  if 
this  matter  comes  forward  I  shall  have  to  take  a 
part  in  conducting  this  arbitration,  and  I  certainly 
see  a  considerable  difficulty. 

Mr.  Littler.'\  I  know  Mr.  Cripps  is  very  expe- 
rienced as  a  Parliamentary  Agent,  but  I  should 
very  much  like  to  know  how  many  arbitrations 
he  has  been  concerned  in  ? 

Chairman.']  You  can  ask  him  that  question 
bye-and-bye. 

Mr.  Littler,']  He  is  here  now  as  an  expert  in 
arbitrations. 

Mr.  treeman,]  You  can  cross-examine  him. 

1574.  In 


Mr.  Cripps. 


ON  THE  LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL. 


103 


24  May  1895,] 


Mr.  Cripps. 


[  Continued. 


Mr.  Freeman. 

1574.  In  your  opinion  such  a  direction  as  you 
are  now  inserting  is  necessary  in  order  that  this 
important  point  may  be  fairly  raised  before  the 
arbitrator  ?— It  seems  to  me  it  is  necessary.  If  it 
is  reasonable  that  the  matter  should  be  con- 
sidered, which  seems  to  me  almost  to  go  without 
saying.  I  think  it  is  necessary  that  there  should 
be  some  direction  to  the  arbitrator  on  the  point, 

1575.  Now  we  will  proceed,  if  you  please,  to 
paragraph  5  :  "  The  legality  of  the  charges  now 
made,  or  claimed  to  be  mad«  by  the  Lambeth 
Company,  and  the  reasonableness  of  such  charges 
having  regard  to  the  circumstances  imder  which 
the  powers  of  charge  have  been  granted  by  Par- 
liament" ? — Yes. 

1576.  As  regards  the  first  part  of  that  para- 
graph, "  The  legality  of  the  charges  now  made  or 
claimed  to  be  made  by  the  Lambeth  Company." 
I  think  that  that  is  a  matter  that  you  have 
already  touched  on  to  a  certain  extent  ?— Up  to 
a  certain  extent,  in  this  sense  of  course  the 
question  will  arise  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
Lambeth  Company  is  entitled  to  its  income  for 
a  particular  quarter  of  the  year  during  which  it 
only  supplied  the  consumer  perhaps  for  a  week 
or  two.  I  think  there  are  some  cases  where  it 
will  be  found  that  the  consumer  was  without 
water  for  more  than  a  quarter.  I  know  that  in 
Wimbledon  there  were  about  4,000  houses  out 
of  6,000  (the  total  number  of  houses  is  6,000) 
which  were  without  water,  I  forget  exactly  for 
how  long,  but  I  think  evidence  will  be  given  to 
show  that  many  of  these  consumers  had  no  water 
for  a  quarter,  and  in  the  meantime  had  to  pay 
the  cost  of  getting  it  to  somebody  else.  That 
surely  is  a  matter  which  ought  to  be  considered  ? 
Supposing  the  company  show  that  they  have  got 
that  money  quite  irrespective  of  the  legality  of 
the  charge,  1  think  that  the  legality  of  that,  just 
as  an  instance,  ought  to  be  before  the  arbitrator. 

1577.  And  that  would  be  a  matter  which  would 
affect  a  very  considerable  figure  as  regards  its 
revenue  ? — I  ttiink,  of  course,  it  would  affect  it. 
One  cannot  help  seeing  it  would  be  of  immense 
importance  whether  the  company  are  or  are  not 
entitled  to  get  their  money  although  they  did  not 
fulfil  their  obligation.  That  is  the  question.  If 
having  failed  to  give  the  man  any  supply  of  water 
at  airthey  are  entitled  to  their  money  legally, 
we  must  pay  them,  I  suppose  ;  but  surely  it 
ought  to  be  thoroughly  well  considered,  and  pro- 
bably even  (if  the  companies  test  it)  by  a  deci  - 
sion of  the  House  of  Lords,  whether  they  were 
legally  entitled  to  charge  for  that  quarter  of  the 
year  when  they  gave  no  water  supply.  It  would 
take  off  a  fourth  of  their  income  obviously  for  the 
year, 

1578.  You  give  that  instance  as  an  illustration 
of  the  sort  of  way  in  which  it  would  come 
before  the  arbitrator  ? — That  would  be  one 
point. 

1579.  There  are  various  other  points? — There 
is  a  point  which  has  been  very  much  disputed. 

Chairman. 

1580.  I  do  not  quite  follow  you ;  you  say 
efore  the  House  of  Lords.    How  would  the 

^uestion  come  before  the  House  of  Lords  ? — I 
^  ke  it  unless  there  was  an  agreement  between 
*^384. 


Chairman — continued. 

the  parties  as  to  what  was  the  legal  right  of  the 
company  with  respect  to  that  matter  the  decision 
of  the  courts  of  law  would  be  necessary  before 
an  arbitrator  could  determine  what  was  the 
amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid. 

1581.  That  is  to  say,  that  the  question  having 
been  raised  before  the  arbitrator  and  one  of  the 
parties,  not  being  satisfied  with  that  provision, 
would  take  it  to  the  courts  of  law,  and  possibly 
to  the  House  ot  Lords  ? — I  take  it  that  must  be 
the  result  under  such  a  scheme  as  we  suggest. 
We  should  say  you  must  knock  off  that  item 
from  the  company's  income.  The  companies 
would  say  we  are  legally  entitled  to  it.  The 
first  question  would  be  whether  or  not  they  were 
legally  entitled  to  it. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1582.  Just  to  follow  that  out  by  steps  so  that 
we  may  get  it  quite  clear.  Assuming  under  this 
clause  it  is  competent  for  the  arbitrator  to  con- 
sider that  particular  point,  he  might  give  a 
decision  upon  it  which  would  not  satisfy  one  or 
other  of  the  parties  ? — Yes. 

1583.  They  would  then  apply  to  the  arbitrator 
to  state  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and 
it  \>  ould  then,  as  you  say,  be  carried  if  necessary 
to  the  House  of  Lords  ''. — I  take  it  they  would 
adopt  the  process  of  endeavouring  to  prevent  the 
arbitrator  from  entertaining  any  evidence  on  the 
point. 

1584.  In  order  that  he  should  entertain  it  at 
all,  or  state  the  case,  it  is  necessary  it  should  go 
before  him  ? — Yes. 

Mr.  Littler.']  Perhaps  you  would  not  mind 
letting  Mr.  Cripps  say  what  he  means. 

Chairman.]  Mr.  Cripps'  argument  has  i)ro- 
ceeded  on  the  assumption  that  it  would  go  before 
the  arbitrator. 

Mr.  Freeman, 

1585.  That  is  exactly  what  we  are  getting 
clear,  subject  to  interruption.  (To  the 
Witness.^)  You  were  giving  some  other  illustra- 
tions ? — There  is  a  great  question  in  the  Lambeth 
district  as  to  how  far,  under  the  peculiar  terms  of 
their  enactments,  they  are  entitled  to  make  an 
extra  charge  for  baths,  for  instance,  and  for 
various  thiugs  which,  according  to  the  contention 
of  the  consumer,  ought  to  be  covered  by  the  rate 
which  he  pays  for  the  supply  of  water  for  domes- 
tic purposes.  I  do  not  know  that  the  Committee 
have  exactly  had  it  before  them,  but,  of  course, 
the  fact  is  that  the  rate  per  cent,  which  the  Lam- 
beth Company  are  empowered  to  charge  for  the 
supply  of  water  is  very  much  higher  than  the 
rate  per  cent,  which  the  Southwark  and  Vaux- 
hall  Company  are  entitled  to  charge,  and  very 
much  higher  than  the  rate  per  cent,  which  the 
West  Middlesex  are  entitled  to  charge  in  the 
same  area,  and  tlie  contention  is,  that  having 
regard  to  the  terms  of  the  Lambeth  Company's 
Acts  they  are  not  entitled  both  to  charge  that 
much  higher  rate  per  cent,  for  the  water,  and  also 
to  charge  extra  for  other  than  domestic  supplies. 
That  is  a  question  that  has  never  been  satisfac- 
torily threshed  out  and  decided,  although,  no 
doubt,  in  so  far  as  the  decisions  have  gone,  I 
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Mr.  Freeman — continued. 

think  they  are  rather  adverse  to  the  claim  of  the 
consumer,  but  there  is  a  great  question,  and  a 
very  important  question,  because  the  company's 
income  is  made  up  of  two  items,  first,  the  amount 
per  cent,  which  they  can  charge  on  the  rateable 
value  of  the  house,  and  secondly,  the  extra 
charge  which  they  can  make  for  water-closets, 
baths,  gardens,  and  other  matters.  The  item  is, 
I  think,  roughly  speaking,  a  quarter,  or,  perhaps, 
a  third  of  their  whole  income.  Speaking  gene- 
rally, apart  from  any  question  of  the  reasonable- 
ness of  the  charge,  which  I  suppose  you  will 
come  to  presently,  there  is  the  legal  question  as 
to  what  proportion  of  that  income  can  be  properly 
recoverable  by  the  company. 

]  586.  Even  as  regards  the  charges  which  they 
do  make,  in  your  opinion  is  there  a  question 
arising  as  to  the  form  in  Avhich  they  are  made? — 
I  have  here  a  demand  note  which  the  Lambeth 
Company  serve  on  their  consumers,  requiring 
them  to  pay  their  money.  I  rather  think  they 
have  been  making  an  alteration  just  lately  in  con- 
sequence of  these  suggestions,  but,  at  all  events, 
up  to  the  present  evei'y  one  of  these  demand 
notes  on  the  Lambeth  Company  is  framed  in 
such  a  manner  as  not  to  give  the  consumer  the 
only  information  which  he  requires  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  he  is  correctly  charged  or  not, 
and  it  contains,  moreover,  more  than  one  sugges- 
tion which  I  need  hardly  say  is  misleading,  but 
as  a  matter  of  fact  it  is  exceedingly  likely  to 
result  in  a  consumer  having  to  pay,  without 
knowing  it,  a  great  deal  more  than  he  is  really 
legally  bound  to  pay.  Just  to  explain  that  I 
will  put  on  the  notes  a  demand  note  of  the  South- 
wark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Company.  I  merely 
take  a  demand  note  by  chance  for  the  purpose  of 
illustrating  this  matter,  because  the  Bouthwark 
and  Vauxhall  Company's  demand  note  gives  it 
in  a  correct  and  sufficient  form,  and  on  the 
demand  are  set  out  the  sections  from  the  statute 
which  entitle  the  company  to  make  these  charges. 
As  regards  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Com- 
pany on  this  point  I  have  nothing  to  say  ;  I  think 
their  demand  note  is  a  fair  and  proper  indication 
to  the  consumer,  and  is  calculated  not  to  result 
in  illegal  charges. 

[^The  demand  note  was  put  in,  and  is  as  follows 
{see  Appendix  A.)]. 

Witness.]  Now  I  would  ask  the  Committee  to 
compare  with  that  the  Lambeth  demand  note. 

[  The  demand  note  was  put  in,  and  is  as  follows 
{see  Appendix  B.)]. 

Witness.]  Now  take  this  Lambeth  note — and 
I  may  say  that  I  have  had  hundreds  of  these 
cases  brought  to  my  notice  from  the  Lambeth 
District — but  the  whole  system  as  between  the 
consximer  and  the  Lambeth  Company  has  led  to 
a  great  deal  of  local  irritation,  and  although  we 
do  not  want  to  trouble  the  Committee  with  the 
whole  of  that  story,  I  think  there  are  just  one  or 
two  points  which  tend  to  throw  some  light  on  the 
matter.  I  have  before  me  a  demand  note  of  the 
Lambeth  Company,  which  begins  by  giving  the 
name,  and  that  application  is  made  for  1/.  15s., 
being  the  amount  of  two  quarters'  water  rate 
from  Christmas,  1893,  to  Midsummer,  1894.  As 


the  Committee  will  see,  there  is  omitted  there 
what  I  say  is  essential  for  the  consumer,  the  rate- 
able value  of  his  house,  and  no  information  as  to 
how  that  1/.  155,  is  arrived  at.  It  is  quite  true 
that  a  communication  to  the  water  company  will 
be  acknowledged,  and  it  will  be  stated  that  it  will 
receive  attention,  and  a  second  commimicationwill 
probably  bring  the  same  reply,  and  ultimately 
the  consumer  can  obtain  from  the  company  some 
explanation.  Then  at  the  top  of  the  demand 
note  is  written  this  :  "  The  Directors  have  caused 
the  Company's  statutory  scale  of  charges  to  be 
printed  hereunder  for  the  information  of  their 
customers."  If  you  look  at "  hereunder  "  you  see 
truly  enough  a  scale,  but  not  the  whole  thing. 
They  do  not  give  the  whole  of  the  sections.  I  do 
not  know  that  they  need,  but  in  the  case  of  the 
Southwark  Company  the  whole  thing  is  given,  so 
that  the  consumers  can  see  what  it  is.  Then  at 
the  bottom  they  say  the  charge  for  fixed  baths  is 
105.  per  annum  each.  The  note  is  headed,  you 
see,  with  the  Avords  "  The  Directors  have  caused 
the  Company's  statutory  scale  of  charges  to  be 
printed  hereunder."  There  is  no  such  statutory 
scale  at  all  as  a  charge  for  fixed  baths  at  IO5.  per 
annum. 

Chairman. 

1587.  I  think  you  have  given  us  a  sufficient 
amount  of  illustration  of  what  you  mean  by  these 
words  in  the  clause  ? — There  is  one  other  point. 
It  says,  "  These  are  fixed  charges  for  granting 
supplies  which  the  late  Sir  G.  Jessel,  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  in  the  case  of  Low  v.  Lamlaeth  Water 
Companies  decided  not  to  be  domestic  supplies. 
These  charges  as  well  as  those  for  trade  and  other 
supplies  can  be  ascertained  on  application  at  the 
company's  offices."  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think 
it  is  quite  clear  from  an  examination  of  the  pro- 
ceeding that  Sir  George  Jessel  did  not  give  any 
such  decision  at  all.  It  was  rather  a  question  of 
detail  between  the  companies  and  their  consumers, 
but  it  is  quite  obvious  that  with  a  demand  note 
so  worded  there  is  some  justification  for  the  very 
numerous  string  of  communications. 

1588.  As  regards  that  last  point  they  have 
abandoned  it  in  their  last  note  ? — I  am  not  quite 
sure  whether  they  have  or  not.  Where  the  con- 
sumer is  respectfully  reminded  that  a  demand  has 
not  been  paid — it  is  not  there ;  but  another  thing  is 
that  that  company  supply  water  for  a  fixed  bath 
at  a  charge  of  25.  6d.  per  quarter  payable  in 
advance.  If  the  company  are  entitled  to  make 
any  charge  for  baths  at  all  it  merely  is  that  they 
are  not  bound  to  this  ajiplication  for  baths. 

1589.  You  might  pass  that  point  ? — There  are 
points  upon  that  which  tend  to  throw  some  doubt 
on  the  legality  of  several  of  the  charges. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1590.  Now  those  three  illustrations  you  have 
given  izs  sufficiently  illustrate  the  sort  of  point 
which  in  your  opinion  under  this  head  should  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  arbitrator.  Now 
in  your  opinion  unless  there  was  some  direction 
such  as  is  proposed  in  this  clause,  could  that  pro- 
perly come  before  the  arbitrator  ? — I  doubt  it 
very  much,  as  Mr.  Charles  Harrison  said,  they 
are  charged  to  the  extent  of  IO5.  a  year.  All  of 
us  have  a  grievance  against  our  water  company, 

and 
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Mr.  Freeman — continued, 
and  many  of  us  think  we  are  overcharged 
and  yet  we  pay.  If  there  are  cases  of  illegal 
charge,  I  think  it  is  quite  clear  they  ought  to  be 
consfdered,  but  the  companies  quite  fairly  enough 
say  they  have  a  certain  income  they  are  deriving 
from  the  concern,  a  certain  sum  per  annum.  The 
companies  between  them  are  dra^nng  out  of 
London  and  the  neighbourhood  two  millions  a 
year  and  that,  they  would  say,  we  get ;  whether 
Mr.  Jones  was  overcharged  10*.  a  year  or  not 
does  not  matter  the  least  in  the  world.  The 
thing  to  us  was  the  income  which  it  would  pro- 
duce! We  got  our  two  millions  a  year,  which 
gives  us  about  a  million  to  run  the  concern,  and 
no  doubt,  we  divide  about  a  million  a  year 
amongst  ourselves.  They  would  argue  that  that 
must  be  the  basis  of  compensation,  and  you  must 
not  go  behind  all  these  matters  to  our  demand 
notes  and  our  accounts  and  our  charges,  you  must 
take  it  that  it  appears  from  our  accounts  that 
that  is  our  profit. 

Chairman. 

1591.  Then  the  arbitrator  would  have  to  say? 
as  I  understand,  whether  he  would  go  further  into 
that  case  or  not  ? — [Suppose  we  were  to  contend, 
in  answer  to  that  argument,  you  must  knock  off 
from  that  income  to  say  50,000/.  a  year  in  respect 
of  an  alleged  illegal  charge,  the  company  would 
say  we  have  had  50,000/.  a  year  and  have  always 
bad  it  without  question,  and  it  ought  to  be  a  part 
of  the  basis  of  compensation.  What  we  want  is 
that  where  there  is  a  dispute  upon_  a  legal  point 
there  should  be  a  clear  power  to  bring  before  the 
arbitrator  the  alleged  illegality. 

1592.  Do  you  contend  that  the  arbitrator  would 
not  have  it  in  his  discretion  to  say  whether  he 
would  go  into  that  question  or  not.  What  is  to 
prevent  him,  I  mean  ? — I  think  perhaps  on  that 
particular  point  it  would  be  rather  difficult  to  say 
that  he  would  not  take  it  into  consideration  ;  but 
of  course  this  must  be  borne  in  mind,  that  we  are 
dealing  now  with  alleged  illegal  charges,  and  not 
with  the  reasonableness  of  charges;  but  I  think 
it  certainly  ought  to  be  clear,  and  that  in  some 
way  or  other  this  question  could  be  fully  tested 
in  the  arbitration  before  the  legal  amount  of  net 
income  on  which  the  companies  claimed  to  be 
compensated  was  arrived  at. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1593.  Now  the  second  part  of  that  clause  I  see 
relates  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  charges 
having  regard  to  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  powers  of  charge  have  been  granted  by  Par- 
liament. I  think  in  connection  wi*^h  that  it  is 
convenient,  is  it  not,  to  take  Sub-section  8,  '•  The 
statutory  powers  of  any  other  company  to  com- 
pete in  any  part  of  the  Lambeth  Company's 
district,  and  the  rights  of  any  other  company  or 
body  to  supply  water  in  the  Lambeth  Company's 
district,  whether  as  now  existing  under  statute  or 
otherwise  or  as  may  be  likely  to  exist  in  the 
future  "  ? — All  those  matters,  of  course,  depend 
in  a  great  measure  upon  the  actual  constitution 
of  these  companies,  on  the  nature  of  their  conces- 
sions, and  the  undertaking  which  they  have 
given.  They  are  no  doubt  very  much  mixed  up 
with  one  another. 
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1594.  Both  those  matters  depend,  do  they  not, 
very  much  on  the  consideration  of  the  history  of 
these  two  particular  companies  ? — Yes. 

1595.  I  think  that  is  a  matter  which  you  have 
liad  to  go  into  at  very  considerable  length  and 
trouble,  ascertaining  what  the  actual  i)osition  of 
these  companies  was,  and  the  way  in  which  they 
obtained  these  powers  ? — Yes,  it  is  essential  to 
consider  what  is  the  real  position  of  the  com- 
panies in  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  London 
in  order  to  deal  with  the  question  of  how  they 
ought  to  be  treated  in  any  arbitration. 

1596.  In  order  to  do  that  you  have  had,  have 
you  not,  to  trace  the  history  of  the  companies, 
extracting  it  from  the  Committee's  reports  of 
what  took  place  before  Parliament  at  various 
times  ? — Yes.  For  this  purpose  I  have  simply 
taken  what  you  may  call  the  authentic  informa- 
tion which  is  to  be  gathered  from  the  journals  of 
the  House  of  Commons,  and  from  the  petitions 
against  bills,  and  the  statutes. 

1597.  From  that  I  think  you  have  concisely 
put  together,  have  you  not,  the  history  really  of 
these  two  companies,  so  far  as  it  affects  this  par- 
ticular question  ? — I  think  so. 

1598.  First  of  all  take  the  Lambeth  Water- 
works ? — May  I  just  say,  before  you  go  to  that, 
what  I  would  endeavour  to  prove  in  this  wav, 
because  it  affects  no  doubt  the  question  of  these 
two  companies  as  well  as  others.  You  see  these 
eight  companies,  or  perhaps  I  had  better  confine 
myself  to  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall.  You  will  find  there  are  two  classes 
of  companies  :  first  of  all  there  is  the  company 
originally  authorised  by  Parliament  to  supply 
water  who  got  "  in  "  the  inception  of  things  a 
monopoly,  in  this  sense,  that  they  first  covered 
the  groimd,  and  nobody  else  was  allowed  to  inter- 
fere with  them.  Therefore  you  have  the  com- 
panies who  first  of  all  had  a  concession  in 
the  nature  of  a  monopoly  from  Parliament, 
from  whom  subsequently  that  right  was  deliber- 
ately taken  away.  Then  you  have  the  second 
series  of  companies,  who  never  had  any  monopoly, 
but  had  their  concessions  given  to  them  by  Parlia- 
ment for  the  express  purpose  of  competing  with 
older  companies,  on  the  ground  that  monopoly 
was  inexpedient  and  prejudicial ;  the  monopoly 
which  the  older  companies  had.  So  that  you 
have  a  very  peculiar  thing  here,  which  never  has 
prevailed  in  any  other  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom  ;  that  you  have  tlie  two  classes  of 
companies,  first  of  all,  the  companies  with  a 
monopoly  which  has  been  deliberately  taken 
away  from  them  by  Parliament ;  and  secondly, 
those  companies  who  were  simply  constituted 
and  established  by  Parliament  to  compete  with 
the  older  companies  and  deprive  them  of  their 
monopoly  ;  and  you  will  find,  if  you  go  through 
the  history  of  this  case,  that  that  is  so. 

1599.  Take,  as  an  illustration  of  that,  the 
history  of  these  two  companies.  I  think  you  find 
it  was  in  1785  the  Lambeth  Waterworks  was 
first  founded? — Yes. 

1600.  After  a  private  meeting  held,  their 
application  was  made  to  Parliament,  was  it  not, 
and  the  subscribers  Avere  incorporated  as  the 
company  of  proprietors  of  the  Lambeth  Water- 
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Mr.  freeman — continued. 

works,  with  power  to  supply  the  parish  of  Lam- 
beth and  various  places  in  the  county  of  Surrey  ? 
— Yes,  1  was  thinking  whether  I  could  in  any 
way  explain  this  conveniently  from  those  maps. 
1  am  afraid  it  is  a  little  complicated.  The 
Lambeth  Company  was  authorised  in  1785  to 
supply  the  parish  of  Lambeth.  The  Committee 
will  see  that  Mr.  Binnie  is  now  dealing  with  the 
map  which  shows  the  Lambeth  Company's  area, 
but  Mr.  Binnie  will  also  show  the  parish  of 
Lambeth  on  the  map  which  shows  the  Southwark 
Company's  area.  That  was  the  first  statutory 
grant  by  Parliament  of  powers  to  supply  the 
south  of  London  with  water.  The  Lambeth 
Company  were  incorporated  in  1785,  and  they 
were  empowered  to  supply  water  in  Lambeth 
and  parts  adjacent,  Parts  adjacent "  has  never 
been  exactly  interpreted,  and  it  has  been  altered 
by  subsequent  legislation  ;  but  it  la  clear  that 
the  original  area  of  the  Lambeth  Company 
included  not  only  the  parish  of  Lambeth,  but, 
whatever  it  meant  at  the  time,  parts  adjacent. 

1601.  In  1805  was  another  company  formed 
to  supply  pans  of  the  same  district  and  other 
parts  of  South  London  ?  —  Yes. 

1602.  That  was  called  the  South  Lc>ndon  Com- 
pany ? — That  was  the  South  London  Company. 
That  company  was  established  in  1805. 

1603.  1  think  it  afterwards  became  the  Vaux- 
hall  Waterworks  Company,  did  it  not  ? — Yes. 

1604.  And  finally  it  amalgamated  with  the 
Southwark  Company,  and  became  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Company? — Yes. 

1605.  So  far  as  you  have  got,  do  you  find, 
first,  the  Lambeth  Company,  and  next  the  Souih 
London  Water  Company,  both  covering  tlie  same 
area? — Yes,  but  there  is  a  very  important 
observation  to  be  made  on  that.  I  have  a  map 
before  me,  upon  which  I  have  marked  not  only 
the  Lambeth  area,  which  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany were  authorised  to  supply  in  1785,  but  the 
South  London  aren.  As  1  have  already  said, 
the  Lambeth  Company  were  authorised  in  1785 
to  supply  the  parish  of  Lambeth.  Under  the 
South  London  Act  of  1805,  the  South  London 
Company  were  authorised  to  come  in  and  com- 
pete with  the  Lambeth  Company  in  Lambeth 
and  parts  adjacent.  They  were  empowered  to 
supply  St.  Giles',  Camberwell,  certain  parts  of 
the  parishes  of  St.  John's  and  St.  Mary  Magda- 
len, in  Bermondsey  ;  St.  Mary's,  Eotherhithe  ; 
St.  Nicholas  and  St.  Paul's,  Deptford ;  St. 
Mary's,  Lambeih  ;  St.  Mary's,  Newington  ;  Wal- 
worth, Kennington,  Stock  well,  Clapham,  Peck- 
ham,  Feckham  Pye,  Dulwdch,  and  other  places. 
Practically,  that  gave  the  South  London  Com- 
pany the  power  to  supply  over  the  eastern  por- 
tion of  their  own  territory  as  coloured  blue,  and 
over  a  considerable  part,  as  the  Committee  will 
see,  of  the  Lambeth  Company's  area  as  coloured 
red. 

1606.  I  think  they  were  expressly  restrained, 
were  they  not,  from  supplying  certain  other 
areas  ? — Yes ;  a  clause  was  inserted  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  Lambeth  Company  against  compe- 
tition in  a  certain  part  of  its  area.  1  do  not  know 
that  it  is  necessary  to  define  the  exact  area,  but 
it  extended  approximately  from  a  point  between 
Vauxhall  and  Lambeth   Bridges  to   a  point 


Mr.  Freeman — continued, 
between  Southwark  and  London  Bridges.  It 
covered  the  northern  part  of  the  parish  of  Lam- 
beth, the  parish  of  St.  George-tlie-Martyr,  and 
some  other  part  there.  There  was  an  area  which 
in  the  interests  of  the  Lambeth  Company  wa& 
saved  for  that  company. 

Mr.  Biffff. 

1607.  That  was  the  area  they  were  already 
supplying,  was  it  not? —  No  doubt  they 
were  actually  sup])lying  it  at  that  period  :  at 
least  they  probably  were,  but  I  can  give  you  the 
information  if  you  like. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1608.  I  think  that  was  referred  to  by  their 
secretary,  was  it  not,  before  the  Commission,  as 
the  most  j)opulous  neighbourhood  on  the  south 
side  of  the  Thames  ? — It  was,  and  this  matter  wa& 
dealt  with  by  Committees  of  Parliament  in  1821 
and  1828,  and  that  particular  area  was  referred 
to  as  being  the  most  populous  part  on  the  south 
side  of  the  Thames. 

1609.  The  result  of  all  that  was  that  the  Lam- 
beth Company  had  power  to  go  into  the  districts 
of  the  South  London  Company,  and  the  South 
London  Company  was  prevented  from  going  into 
theirs? — Yes. 

1610.  I  think  in  1810  the  South  London  Com- 
pany endeavoured  to  get  rid  of  this  restriction, 
did  they  not? — Yes,  they  did.  They  applied  to 
Parliament  for  powers  to  enable  them  to  com- 
pete with  the  Lambeth  Company,  not  only  in 
the  other  part  of  the  area,  but  in  this  protected 
portion.  I  have  here  the  exact  words  of  Sec- 
tion 17,  with  the  exemption,  and  as  something 
turns  upon  it  afterwards,  perhaps  I  may  as  well 
put  it  on  the  notes :  "  Beginning  from  the  Thames 
at  White  Hart  Dock,  Broad-street,  including 
Broad-street  and  Lambeth  Butts  to  Lambeth 
Walk  ;  thence  northward  along  Lambeth  Walk 
to  Walnut  Tree  Walk;  thence  eastward  through 
Walnut  Tree  Walk  to  tlie  turnpike  road  at  Wal- 
cot-place ;  thence  northward  along  the  said  turn- 
pike road  to  Brook-street  •,  thence  south  east 
along  Brook-street  to  West-street ;  thence  in  a 
rio-ht  line  to  the  elbow  of  the  ditch  dividing  the 
parish  of  Lambeth  from  the  parish  of  Newington; 
from  thence  eattward  along  a  ditch  passing  the 
north  side  of  Newington  Churchyard ;  thence 
continuing  eastward  through  Parsonage  Walk 
into  Turnpike-road  at  Newington  aforesaid ; 
thence  running  north  and  north-eastward  along 
the  said  Turnpike-road  to  Blackman-street ; 
thence  north-west  along  the  north-east  side  of 
the  King's  Bench  to  Belvedere-place  ;  thence 
north-east  to  Great  Suffolk-street ;  thence  north- 
west and  north  thi'ough  Great  Suffolk-street,  St. 
James's-row,  and  Gravel-lane  to  the  River 
Thames  at  Falcon  Wharf,  and  from  thence  along 
the  shore  of  the  said  River  Thames  to  Broad- 
street  aforesaid." 

1611.  I  think  that  Bill  of  the  South  London 
Company  was  strongly  opposed  by  the  Lambeth 
and  Kent  Companies,  was  it  not  ? — Yes. 

1612.  It  was  thrown  out  in  the  House  of  Com- 
mons after  having  passed  the  Committee  ? — Yes, 
that  was  so. 

1G13.  What 
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Mr.  Rigg. 

1613.  What  is  it  yon  said  you  were  going  to 
put  on  the  notes? — An  extract  from  Section  17 
of  the  South  London  Act,  1805,  which  prevented 
the  South  London  Company,  as  it  was  constituted, 
from  competing  within  a  particular  part  of  the 
Lambeth  Company's  area,  which  is  the  year  I 
have  ah-eady  described  as  extending  from  some- 
where near  Vauxhall  Bridge  to  London  Bridge. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1614.  As  I  think  you  have  already  mentioned, 
in  1828  there  was  a  Commission  appointed  to 
inquire  into  the  state  of  the  supply  to  the  metro- 
polis, was  there  not  ? — Yes.  and  the  South  Lon- 
don Company  communicated  with  the  Commis- 
sioners in  these  series,  which  are  to  be  found  en 
pages  33  and  34  of  the  evidence  before  the  Com- 
mission of  1828.  "  The  injurious  tendency  of 
monopolies  in  general  have  long  been  apparent, 
and  as  regards  water  companies  has  been  acknow- 
ledged both  in  and  out  of  the  House  of  Commons. 
But  His  Majesty  having  been  pleased  to  issue  a 
Commission  to  inquire  into  the  state  of  the 
supply  of  water  to  the  metropolis,  and  to  direct 
that  the  inquiry  of  the  Commissioners  should  be 
extended  to  the  state  of  the  supply  in  the  borough 
of  Southwark,  the  directors  beg  to  call  your 
atteotion  to  this  subject ;  and  if  at  the  investiga- 
tion of  the  case  you  should  agree  with  them  in 
opinion  that  by  this  monopoly  or  exclusive 
privilege  the  safety  and  interest  of  the  public  is 
compromised,  and  injustice  done  to  the  South 
London  Water  Company,  the  directors  shall 
rely  upon  your  exertions  to  remove  the  grounds 
of  complaint."  That  is  a  letter  from  the  South 
London  Water  Company  which  was  put  before 
the  Commission  of  1828. 

1615.  I  think  petitions  were  also  addressed, 
were  they  not,  by  the  inhabitants  of  Lambeth 
and  by  the  parish  of  Christ  Church  in  Lambeth, 
praying  that  the  company's  monopoly  might  be 
removed  ? — Yes.  There  was  a  great  deal  of 
dissatisfaction  at  that  time  with  the  limited  com- 
petition of  the  South  London  Company,  and  it 
was  desired  to  introduce  them  into  this  protected 
area  to  compete  with  the  old  Lambeth  Com- 
pany. 

1616.  I  think  the  Lambeth  inhabitants  in 
their  petition  set  forth  that  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany enjoyed  a  monopoly  of  supplying  Avater, 
that  it  was  a  very  populous  and  increasing 
neighbourhood,  and  that  the  petitioners  were 
deprived  of  competition  and  subject  to  the 
payment  of  whatever  rates  might  be  demanded  ? 
— Yes.  The  South  London  Company  dealt 
with  the  same  thing  in  their  statement  to  the 
Commission  of  1828. 

1617.  Yes,  but  I  do  not  think  we  need  repeat 
that.  It  is  very  much  the  same,  is  it  not  ? — 
Very  well. 

1618.  The  inhabitants  of  Lambeth  and  other 
districts  south  of  the  Thames  petitioned  Parlia- 
ment, did  they  not,  that  the  inquiry  and  the 
Commission  of  1828  might  be  extended  to  the 
water  supply  south  of  the  Thames  ? — Yes, 
because  in  1828  the  whole  matter  was  considered 
by  Parliament ;  I  mean  the  original  constitution 
of  the  companies  was  considered  by  Parliament. 
There  had  been   great   dissatisfaction   in  the 
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North  of  London  and  a  very  enterprising  com- 
pany, the  West  Middlesex  Company,  had  been 
established,  and,  after  a  very  long  contest  with 
the  old  companies  there,  had  forced  its  way  in 
as  an  anti-monopolist  and  competitive  company. 
Those  circumstances  were  attracting  a  great  deal 
of  public  attention  at  the  time,  and  a  Commission 
was  appointed  in  1828  mainly  due  to  what  was 
happening  on  the  north  of  the  Thames,  but,  as 
appears  from  the  Commons'  Journal,  page  589, 
the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  Lambeth  and 
Christ  Church  presented  petitions  praying  that 
the  Lambeth  Company's  monopoly  might  be 
removed  and  the  supply  of  water  thrown  open 
to  competition. 

1619.  You  find,  do  you  not,  that  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Company  resulted  from  the 
amalgamation  of  the  South  London  Company,, 
which  you  have  been  referring  to,  with  various 
other  companies,  such  as  the  London  Bridge 
(Borough)  WaterAvorks  and  the  Southwark 
Waterworks  ? — Yes.  In  the  early  times,  which 
the  Committee  will  not  Avant  me  to  go  into, 
there  were  tAvo  undertakings  supplying  South 
London  Avith  Avater.  I  get  this  also  from  the 
evidence  giA-en  before  the  Committee  in  1828. 
Those  companies  Avere  the  London  Bridge 
(Borough)  Waterworks  and  the  Southwark 
Waterworks,  and  they  Avere  amalgamated  into 
a  company  in  1822.  Previously  there  had  been 
some  assignments  of  these  old  AvaterAvorks.  The 
London  Bridge  Waterworks  Avere  bought  by  the 
New  River  Company,  and  the  portion  south  of 
the  river  was  sold  off  by  them  and  passed  into 
other  hands.  This  company  was  established  in 
1822,  and  their  district  of  supply  included  the 
AA^hole  of  the  parishes  of  St.  Saviour's,  St. 
Thomas',  St.  Olave's,  a  great  portion  of  the 
parish  of  St.  George's,  and  also  of  St.  John  s, 
Horselydown,  and  part  of  Bemiondsey.  So 
that  another  company  was  established  by  Parlia- 
ment to  compete  Avith  the  previously  existing 
company. 

1620.  I  think  Ave  may  noAv  come,  may  Ave  not, 
to  the  year  1834,  Avhen  all  the  impediments  to 
free  competition  Avere  removed  ? — I  do  not  think 
it  necessary  to  go  in  any  detail  into  all  the 
history  between  those  periods;  it  is  all  on  record; 
but  in  1834  the  Avhole  question  of  the  establish- 
ment of  these  companies  Avas  again  considered, 
and  what  happened  AA^as  this.  The  South  London 
Company  had  their  name  changed  to  tlie  Vaux- 
hall Company,  and  all  the  provisions  of  the 
original  Act  of  ]  805,  Avhich  had  been  in  favour 
of  the  Lambeth  Company,  and  Avhich  exempted 
a  part  of  the  Lambeth  Company's  district  from 
competition,  Avere  repealed,  so  that  the  South 
London  Company  Avere  let  in.  The  people  of 
South  London  had  been  petitioning  Parliament 
that  they  should  be  let  in,  and  the  South  London 
Company  were  let  in  to  compete  in  that  part  of 
the  Lambeth  Company's  district.  At  the  same 
time,  that  company  (formerly  the  South  London 
Company  and  then  the  Vauxhall  Company)  had 
its  powers  extended  to  the  whole  of  the  parishes 
of  Lambeth,  St.  Mary's,  Newingtou,  'St.  George 
the  Martyr,  St.  Saviour's,  St.  John's,  St. 
Thomas',  St.  Olave's,  and  Christchurch,  all  in 
the  borough  of  SoutliAvark.    Then  by  the  Act 
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Mr.  Freeman — continued.  '  i'-  Freeman  —  continued, 
of  the  sail  e  session  the  Southwark  Company  liad  strengthened  that  company  and  made  it  more  or 
powers  to  supply  in  competition  with  the  South  less  equal  to  competition  with  the  Lambeth  Corn- 
London  Company,  and  also  in  competition  with  pany  ;  and  after  1845  you  had  the  area  of  the 
the  Lambeth  Company,  so  that,  in  fact,  in  1834,  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Company 
the  three '  companies  were  set  free,  or  rather  all  approximately  as  coloured  blue  on  those  plans, 
the  previous  Acts  were  modified  v/ith  the  express  and  the  area  of  the  Lambeth  Company  as 
object  of  leaving  those  three  companies  free  to  approximately  coloured  red.  Each  of  these 
compete  one  with  another  in  the  generalinterests  companies  were  then  in  a  position  to  compete 
of  the  district.  y^'ith  one  another  ;  and  they  were  established,  in 

1621.  And   as   the   result  of   that  there  is  fact,  by  those  Acts,  as  I  have  explained,  for  the 
evidence,  is  there  not,  in  the  Eeport  of  the  purpose  of  competition. 

Commissioners  on  the  State  of  Large  Towns  and  1628.  In  1848  the  Lambeth  Company's  limits 

Populous  Districts,  that  a  very  free  competition  were  altered,  were  they  not  ? — Yes. 

did  ensue,  and  very  vigorous  competition  too  ? —  1629.  What  was  the  result  of  that?  — The 

Yes.    Upon  their  own  papers  it  is  quite  clear,  result  of  that  was  this  :  previously  to  1848  the 

and  in  a  supplement  to  the  Second  Report  of  the  Lambeth  Company's  limits  had   been  merely 

Commissioners  on  the  State  of   Large  Towns,  defined  as  "Lambeth  and  the  parts  adjacent,"  but 

pages  116  to  118,  there  is  a  statement  of  the  the  Act  of  1848  repealed  all  their  old  Acts,  and 

companies  themselves.     They  were  trying  to  re-defined  their  limits  of  supply.    These  limits 

make  out  that  this  competition  was  very  hard  of  supply  were  to  be  Thames  Ditton,  Esher, 

upon  them  ;  but  they  say  "  these  expenses  being  Long  Ditton,  Kingston-upon- Thames,  Putney, 

.accompanied  by  a  great  reduction  of  rates,  the  Maiden,  Wimbledon,  Merton,  Mitcham,  Tooting, 

Tesult  was  such  as  might  have  been  expected."  Graveney,  Clapham,  Wandsworth,  Battersea, 

Of  course,  from  the  companies'  point  of  view  it  Streatham,    Croydon,    Newington    Butts,  St. 

had  nearly  ruined  them,  but  from  the  consumers'  Mary,    Newington,    Camberwell,  Bermondsey, 

point  of  view  it  had  resulted  in  water  being  St.  Mary,  Lambeth,    Eotherhithe,    St.  John, 

supplied  at  a  much  more  reasonable  price.  _  Horselydow^n,    St.    Saviour's,  St.  George  the 

1622.  That  is  rather  an  illustration,  is  it  not,  Martyr,  Christchurch,  St.  Olave,  St.  Thomas, 
of  the  various  ways  in  which  the  companies  put  and  the  Clink  Liberty  in  the  Borough  of  South- 
their  case,  w^hether  they  are  in  favour  of  com-  wark,  and  such  part  of  the  parishes  of  Becken- 
petition  or  amalgamation  ? — It  is,  of  course,  ham  and  Lewisham  as  lie  on  the  western  side  of 
-when  they  want  to  obtain  powers  to  come  in  and  the  River  Ravensbourne.  So  far  as  the  metro- 
•compete  with  other  companies  they  talk  about  politan  area  was  concerned  it  is  shown  red  on 
ihe  injurious  effects  of  monopoly  ;  and  when  that  map ;  and  the  outside  district  of  Lambeth 
they  want  to  put  up  the  rates  again  they  talk  is  show^n  red  on  that  map.  That  map  shows 
about  the  injurious  effects  of  competition.  the  areas. 

1623-  The  Lambeth  Company  made  a  state-  jgy^^  j  ^j^-^j^  ^j^^^  -^^        inquiry  which  took 

ment,  did  they  not,  to  the  Royal  Commission  .                  ^.^^^  Ig5j_  evidence  was  given  by 

which  IS  set  out  in  Appendix  A,  page  21,  giving  ^^^^  engineer  of  the  Southwark  Company  and  by 

an  account  of  the  rivalries  that  existed  ?-■  1  hey  Chairman  of  the  Southwark  Company  as  to 

alluded  to  It  rather  tenderly ;  but  they  did  make  ^^^^^  ^£  competition  between  the  companies, 

a  Report  to  the  Royal  Commission  in  1882  which  ^^^^           ?— Yes,  I  rather  mention  that,  because 

fairly  explained  the  case.  Pember,  I  think,  suggested  to  Mr.  Charles 

1624.  I  will  just  read  this  paragraph.  Harrison,  in  cross-examination,  that  what  took 
Chairman.]  Could  you  not  put  it  m  ?  ^^^^^  in  18^^  1  and  1852  had  deprived  us  of  the 

Mr.  Freeman.  advantages  of  that  competition  Between  the  two 

1625.  It  is  only  two  or  three  lines,  but  I  will  companies  which  had  been  so  gradually  and 
not  put  it  in  if  you  Avould  rather  I  did  not  ? —  laboriously  established  by  Parliament  by  the 
They  state  that  during  that  period  a  fierce  com-  enactments  earlier  in  the  century. 

petition  existed  betvi'een  the  two  companies  which  1631.  I  do  not  think  we  need  go  into  any 

culmmated  in  1845.    A  truce  was  then  agreed  detail  as  to  that,  but  I  want  to  ask  you  a  few 

to,  and  from  that  time  each  company  has  carried  questions  with  reference  to   the   next  period 

on  its  business  with  a  fair  regard  to  its  neigh-  between  1847,  to  which  you  had  got,  and  the 

hours.     In  other  woi'ds,  they  made  the  best  year  1852.    Up  to  the  year  1848  I  think  your 

arrangement  they  could  between  themselves  to  evidence  has  been  almost  entirely  dealing  with 

secure  the  best  possible  income.  the  portion  of  the  6th  Clause  of  the  Lambeth 

1626.  In  1845  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company's  Act  which  relates  to  the  powers  ot 
Companies  introduced  a  Bill  for  amalgamation,  other  companies  to  compete  in  the  district.  Is 
did  they  not  ? — Yes;  and  the  effect  of  that  was  that  so? — Yes.  I  ought,  perhaps,  to  have  pointed 
to  combine  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Com-  out  that  the  West  Middlesex  Company,  whose 
panics  together  into  one,  and  strengthen  them  area  is  shown  on  the  map  at  the  top,  had  in  the 
in  their  competition  with  the  Lambeth  Company,  interval  obtained  power  to  come  in  and  compete 
After  1848  you  have  the  state  of  things  which  with  the  Southern  Companies  south  of  the 
is  exhibited  on  those  maps.  Thames.    I  have  not  at  the  moment  got  the 

1627.  Was  the  result  of  this  amalgamation  to  names  of  the  parishes  before  me,  but  I  think 
extinguish  competition  for  the  supply  of  water  they  are  Putney,  Wandsworth,  and  Battersea. 
to  the  south  of  London  or  not  1 — No.  The  Act  They  are  shown  on  the  upper  map  there.  There- 
of 1845  amalgamated  the  Southwark  and  Vaux-  fore,  so  far  as  the  district  which  we  are  now  dealmg 
hall  Companies,  and  of  course  it  materially  with  is  concerned,  at  the  period  at  which  we  have 

now 
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Mr.  Freeman — continued, 
now  arrived,  the  people  had  the  Lambeth  Company 
empowered  to  supply  them,  the  Southwark  and 
Vaiixhall  Company  empowered  to  supply  them, 
and  the  West  Middlesex  Company  empowered 
to  supply  them. 

1632.  You  were  just  dealing  with  this  particu- 
lar matter.  I  was  pointing  out  that,  so  far  as  we 
had  got,  the  evidence  had  related  to  the  powers 
of  other  companies  to  compete  in  the  district  ? — 
Yes. 

1633.  I  think  what  you  are  now  going  to  explain 
to  the  Committee  also  relates  to  that  part  of  the 
clause  which  refers  to  the  reasonableness  of  the 
charges,  having  regard  to  the  circumstances 
under  which  they  have  been  granted  by  Parlia- 
ment;  is  that  so?  —  Yes;  these  things  are 
rather  mixed  up  together  after  this  point. 

1634.  Is  this  period  from  1847  to  1852,  in  your 
opinion,  very  important  from  an  historical  point 
of  view  as  explaining  the  position  of  these  com- 
panies?--It  is  upon  that  period,  in  fact,  that  the 
existing  constitution  and  rights  of  these  com- 
panies depend,  and  if  we  can  show,  as  I  think  we 
can  show,  from  the  history  of  that  period  the 
position  in  which  we  say  these  companies  actually 
are,  I  think  that  really  is  the  essence,  so  to  speak, 
of  Clause  6. 

1635.  In  your  opinion  does  this  period  clearly 
show  the  distinction  between  these  companies 
and  the  companies  which  have  been  already 
referred  to,  namely,  the  large  provisional  com- 
panies in  other  cases  ? — Yes.  Of  course  there 
you  at  once  begin  to  see  the  broad  distinction 
between  the  eight  London  companies  or  any  one  or 
more  of  them  on  the  one  hand,  and  these  provincial 
companies,  whose  cases  have  been  referred  to,  ou 
the  other  hand.  You  see  in  1852  really  what 
the  foundation  of  these  companies  is  as  they  now 
stand. 

1636.  Do  you  find  from  the  history  of  these 
companies  at  this  time  a  very  substantial  ditference 
in  their  position  from  that  of  almost  any  other 
company  whose  history  has  been  narrated  ? — Yes; 
the  whole  position  is  about  as  different  as  any- 
thing can  possibly  be.  I  do  not  know  whether 
you  wish  me  to  deal  with  the  cases  of  the  pro- 
vincial companies  ;  but  we  have  had,  of  course, 
certain  of  them  referred  to  already  here  which  I 
suppose  we  must  deal  with.  T  have  already 
pointed  out  this  very  radical  distinction,  I  think, 
in  the  case  of  the  London  companies.  The 
Committee  will  see  at  this  point,  where  we  are 
dealing  with  the  Lambeth  Comjjany  and  the 
Southwark  Companies,  that  the  old  Lambeth 
Company  originally  had  certain  powers  of  supply. 
New  companies  were  introduced  and  established 
by  Parliament  for  the  purpose  of  removing  the 
original  monopoly  of  the  Lambeth  Company, 
and  of  supplying  water  on  the  basis  of  compe- 
tition. The  whole  argument  and  contention  on 
the  part  of  London  previously  to  1851  was,  that 
the  companies  had  really  deprived  the  consumer 
of  those  very  advantages  to  which  they  were 
entitled.  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  has  read  that 
remarkable  declaration  of  Lord  Eldon,  which 
was  made  at  a  time  when  the  original  constitution 
of  the  company  was  being  much  discussed,  but 
if  it  could  be  shown  that  by  comldnation  they 
had  deprived  the  public  of  the  advantages  of 
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competition,  for  which  alone  they  were  originally 
constituted,  it  v/as  within  the  competence  of 
Parliament  to  set  the  matter  i-ight.  That  was 
the  position  of  these  companies.  They  had  a 
power  of  competition,  but  it  was  alleged  that  by 
agreements  one  with  the  other  they  had  succeeded 
in  getting  out  of  that  competitive  position.  If  you 
had  been  dealing  with  the  companies  north  of 
the  Thames  you  would  have  found  that  there 
were  several  occasions  when  the  companies 
actually  applied  to  Parliament  for  powers  of 
combination,  or  amalgamation  in  one  way  or 
another,  but  on  every  single  occasion  the  people 
of  London  opposed  it,  and  the  applications  were 
refused.  That  went  on  down  to  the  very  latest 
date  which  we  have  already  referred  to,  1883; 
so  that  you  have  the  companies,  authorised  in. 
that  way,  having  from  time  to  time  tried  to  deprive 
the  consumers  of  this  competitive  position,  and 
having  always  been  prevented.  Of  course  there 
is  no  single  case  in  any  provincial  municipality 
of  anything  of  the  kind,  not  at  least  so  far  as  I 
know,  and  I  think  I  know  the  history  pretty 
well. 

Chairman. 

1637.  Do  you  mean  that  in  the  cases  of  pro- 
vincial companies  there  were  a  couple  of  com- 
panies in  each  town  that  were  competing,  or 
between  whom  was  the  competition  ?  —  No  ;  I  do 
not  think  that  there  was  ever  any  case  in  the 
provincial  towns  where  one  company,  having 
first  of  all  been  authorised  by  Parliament  to 
supply  water,  another  company  was  subsequently 
authorised  by  Parliament  to  come  in  and  com- 
pete with  them  in  the  supply  of  water  in  the 
same  district ;  at  all  events  there  is  no  important 
case  of  that  kind.  In  London  the  whole  area 
was  dealt  with  on  that  basis.  As  it  is  very  im- 
portant, perhaps  I  may  for  a  moment  revert  to 
the  question  of  rates.  The  Lambeth  Company 
have  the  highest  maximum  power  of  charge,  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  have  the 
next  highest  maximum  power  of  charge,  and  the 
West  Middlesex  Company  have  a  lower  one. 
The  result  is,  to  tabulate  it,  that  if  you  take  an 
ordinary  25/.  house  the  maximum  charge  which 
the  Lambeth  Company  may  make  is  60s.  I  am 
assuming  for  the  purpose  of  this  argument  that 
there  are  two  w.c.'s  and  a  bath  in  the  house.  It 
would  not  be  so,  of  course,  in  ninny  cases,  but  it 
is  in  some,  and  I  have  taken  that  all  the  way 
through.  The  rate  in  the  Lambeth  district 
would  be  6O5.,  and  the  rate  in  the  Southwark. 
and  Vauxhall  district  would  be  25s.  Upon  this 
point  I  will  just  hand  in  a  table,  so  that  it  may 
appear  on  the  Notes,  because  it  shows  that  the 
arbitrator  should  consider  and  have  regard  to 
the  statutory  powers  of  any  other  combination  tO' 
compete  in  any  part  of  the  Lambeth  district.  The 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  has  power  to 
compete  in  the  whole  of  the  Lambeth  district. 
The  West  Middlesex  Company  has  power  to 
compete  in  the  parishes  which  I  have  mentioned, 
or  of  Putney,  Wandsworth,  and  Battersea, 
Taking  the  houses  according  to  their  rateable 
value,  the  maximum  water  rate  which  could  be 
charged  by  the  Lambeth  Company  is  6O5.,  by 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company,  25s. ^ 
and  by  the  West  Middlesex  Company,  22s.  Qd. 

O  3  Therefore, 
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Chairman  — continued. 

Therefore,  under  the  position  which  Parliament 
has  established  for  the  consumers  of  South 
London,  the  consumer  ought  to  have  the 
benefit,  if  he  is  in  either  Putney,  Wandsworth, 
or  Battersea,  or  getting  a  supply  from  the  West 
Middlesex  Company  at  22.v.  6<^.,  or,  if  lie  is  in 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  district,  and  not 
within  either  of  those  three  parishes,  he  ought  to 
be  able  to  get  a  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  supply 
at  255.  ;  but,  by  the  arrangements  which  these 
companies  have  made  between  them,  the  West 
Middlesex  Company  stay  on  the  north  of  the 
Thames,  and  do  not  put  their  supply  into  this 
area  at  all,  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
and  the  Lambeth  Companies  have  partitioned  the 
area  as  well  as  they  can  between  them,  so  that 
in  the  middle  of  that  red-patched  area  supplied 
by  Lambeth  the  25Z.  householder  has  to  pay  60s., 
whereas  if  he  could  call  upon  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  to  supply  him,  or  if  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Company  chose  to  supply  him 
in  conjimction  with  the  Lambeth  Company,  they 
'.could^only  charge  him  25a-.  However,  inasmuch 
as  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  do  not 
compete  with  the  Lambeth  Company  in  that  parti- 
cular part  of  the  district,  the  Lambeth  Company 
can,  and  I  think  from  the  evidence  I  can  show 
they  habitually  do,  charge  him  60*.  The  other 
cases  are  these.  With  regard  to  a  30/.  house 
service,  the  maximum  in  the  Lambeth  district  is 
67s. ;  the  maximum  in  the  Southwark  district  is 
30s.,  and  the  maximum  in  the  West  Middlesex 
district  is  27s.,  and  so  on.  I  will  band  in  this 
table. 

Chairman^]  Yes,  I  think  that  will  be  better, 
because  we  shall  be  better  able  to  follow  these 
figures. 

[  The  following  Table  was  handed  in  (see 
Appendix  C.)] 

Witness.'\  Anybody  over  200/.  is  charged  in 
the  Lambeth  district  26is. ;  in  the  Southwark 
district  247s.  ;  and  in  the  West  Middlesex  dis- 
trict 185s.  There  is  in  existence,  therefore,  a 
power  on  the  part  of  both  the  Southwark  and  the 
West  Middlesex  Companies  to  compete  with  the 
Lambeth  Company.  That  is  a  provision  created 
by  Parliament,  and  that  is  one  of  the  points 
which  we  suggest  the  arbitrator  should  have 
regard  to. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1638.  That  you  say  is  a  special  matter  affecting 
London  which  you  do  not  find  to  correspond  in 
the  provincial  cases  ? — In  no  other  cases  at  all. 

1639.  Have  you  handed  in  a  table  showing 
those  different  charges  which  will  appear  on  the 
Notes  ? — Yes,  I  have. 

1640.  Have  you  handed  in  all  the  tables  that 
you  wish  to  hand  in  ? — I  think  so.  I  have  con- 
ficed  it  to  certain  houses  of  a  certain  value. 

1641.  There  is  one  matter  which  is  just  worth 
noticing  in  passing.  You  find  by  your  inquiry 
into  the  history  of  these  cases  that  in  no  single 
case  have  the  companies  paid  anything  for  their 
source  of  supply  ? — The  London  water  compa- 
nies are  merely  taking  out  of  the  Thames  the 
water  which  does  not  belong  to  them  and  for 
which  they  pay  nothing.  If  the  water  of  the 
Thames  belongs  to  anybody,  it  belongs  to  the 
riparian  population  below  the  intake,  or,  as  is 


Mr.  Freeman — continued, 
suggested,  under  the  old  grants  to  the  munici- 
pality of  Loudon,  whatever  they  may  be  ;  in  fact, 
the  authority  representing  the  , inhabitants  of 
London  has  certain  rights  in  tlie  water  of  'the 
Thames.  The  water  of  the  Thames  below  the 
point  of  intake  belongs  partly  to  the  county  of 
London,  and  of  course  to  the  other  riparian 
counties ;  but  the  London  water  companies  were 
simply  allowed,  after  the  cholera  outbreak  in 
1848,  and  in  fact  they  were  forced,  to  give  up 
their  old  intakes  ;  Parliament  made  that  compul- 
sory upon  them,  and  they  were  allowed  to  go  up 
the  Thames  and  take  our  own  water  out  of  the 
Thames  at  a  higher'point  without  paying  for  it, 
to  make  a  profit  out  of  the  business  of  distribu- 
tion. Of  course  there  are  some  cases  in  the 
provincial  towns  where  water  is  being  pumped 
out  of  a  river  which  flows  through  tiie  town 
supplied  without  there  being  any  special  provi- 
sion for  compensation,  but  I  think  that  is  ex- 
ceedingly rare,  if  it  exists  now  at  all. 

1642.  hi  nearly  ail  provincial  cases  you 'find, 
do  you  not,  that  the  company  has  been  put  to 
great  expense  with  regard  to  making  compensa- 
tion, reservoirs,  and  taking  water  out  of  the 
stream  ? — That  is  so.  There  is  no  compensation 
here.  That  will  be  dealt  with,  of  course,  as  rather 
an  engineering  matter,  but  the  wateris  taken  out  of 
the  Thames  without  any  compensation  and  with- 
out any  payment.  I  do  not,  of  couise,  forget  the 
payment  to  the  Thames  Conservancy,  but  that  is 
a  special  matter,  and  for  special  purposes. 

1643.  I  think  that  brings  iis,  does  it  not,  to 
the  proceedings  which  took  place  in  those  very 
important  years  1851  and  1852  ? — Y^es;  of  course 
that  question  you  have  just  asked  is  a  very  im- 
portant one  in  this  case,  more  especially  having 
regard  to  the  position  of  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company.  Unless  we  are  to  submit  to 
the  arbitrator  the  whole  position  as  to  the  legal 
powers  of  these  companies  to  take  water  it  comes 
to  this,  that  the  more  we  have  allowed  the  com- 
panies to  take  water  out  of  the  Thames,  the  more 
liberal  we  have  been  to  them,  and  the  greater  the 
amount  in  respect  of  which  we  should  be  penalised 
as  a  condition  of  supplying  ourselves. 

Sir  William  Marriott. 

1644.  Who  is  "  we  "  ?— London. 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1645.  I  think  in  1852  a  very  important  Com- 
mittee sat,  did  it  not,  to  whom  the  question  of  the 
Water  Bills  were  referred  ? — Yes. 

Chairman.']  Are  you  still  on  Clause  6  ? 

Mr.  Freeman. 

1646.  Yes,  I  am  still  dealing  with  that  part 
which  relates  to  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  powers  of  charge  have  been  granted  by  Par- 
liament, and  the  reasonableness  of  those  charges  ? 
— The  Committee  really  was  a  Committee  that 
sat  for  two  years,  in  1851  and  1852.  The  balk 
of  the  evidence  was  given  in  1851,  and  the  whole 
case  was  more  or  less  summed  up  in  1852. 

1647.  I  think  there  were  a  considerable  number 
of  Bills  referred  to  that  Committee,  were  there 
not;  various  water  Bills  of  the  water  companies 
themselves ;  and  then  there  was  a  Government 

Bill 
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Mr.  Freeman — continued. 
Bill  too  ? — In  1851  there  were  a  large  number  of 
Bills.  Of  course  the  Committee  are  aware  that 
the  great  cholera  outbreak  was  in  1837-48,  and 
it  was  immediately  after  that,  of  course,  that 
attention  was  very  prominently  directed  to  the 
water  question  in  London,  and  in  1850  there 
were  several  Bills  introduced  into  Parliament  for 
a  competitive  supply.  One  of  those  Bills  pro- 
posed to  bring  water  from  Henley,  and  another 
spring  water  from  Watford.  Those  Bills  were 
introduced  into  Parliament  in  1850.  Of  course 
there  was  a  great  deal  said  at  the  time  in  the 
House  of  Commons  on  the  whole  matter  all  of 
which  appears  in  "  Hansard,"  if  one  wanted  to 
quote  it,  and  it  is  very  important,  if  one  had  time 
to  go  into  it,  as  bearing  on  this  question.  The 
proceedings  of  1850,  however,  really  did  not 
come  to  much  :  in  fact  it  was  understood,  I  think, 
in  1850  that  the  Government  would  deal  with 
the  matter,  and  so  all  the  Bills  were  withdrawn. 

1648.  Then  I  think  when  they  got  before  the 
Committee  the  first  thing  bone  was  to  consider  it 
a  Government  Bill,  was  it  not  ? — The  Committee 
of  1851  had  the  Bills  for  a  new  supply  before 
them,  but  not,  I  think,  any  question  introduced 
by  the  Government.  That  was  introduced  in 
1852,  but  there  were  proceedings  in  1851. 

1649.  I  thought  you  were  going  to  take  up 
the  story  in  1852,  and  not  refer  further  to  the 
proceedings  in  1851  ;  the  matter  was  begun  in 
1851,  but  was  not  completed,  and  it  was  then 
resumed  in  1852? — That  was  so.  In  1852  the 
Government  introduced  a  Bill,  the  object  of 
which  was  to  consolidate  all  the  water  compa- 
nies ;  put  them  into  one  body,  and  stibject  them 
to  various  restrictions,  liabilities,  and  obligations. 
The  question  was  introduced  in  1851,  and  it  was 
proposed  to  buy  all  the  water  companies. 

1650.  I  think  a  considerable  amount  of  evi- 
dence was  given  by  Mr.  Simpson,  who  was  then 
the  engineer  on  behalf  of  the  Lambeth  and  the 
Chelsea  Companies  ? — Yes;  Mr.  Simpson's  evi- 
dence throughout  was  very  important,  because  he 
was  a  very  eminent  engineer,  and  well  known  in 
connection  with  the  London  water  question  at 
the  time.  He  represented  both  the  Lambeth 
Company  and  the  Chelsea  Company. 

1651.  I  think  the  companies  were  heard  at 
considerable  length  in  opposition  to  the  first 
clause  of  the  Bill  restricting  the  sources  of  supply  ? 
— Yes  ;  the  first  clause  of  that  Bill  proposed  to 
prevent  the  water  companies  from  taking  any 
more  water  at  all  from  any  of  the  sources  from 
which  they  were  then  taking  it. 

1652.  Those  sources  were  strongly  opposed  by 
the  Bill ;  we  will  take  it  as  concisely  as  we  can, 
without  giving  a  complete  account  of  it  ? — Yes. 
The  substantial  provision  of  the  Government 
Bill  of  1851  was  to  prevent  any  more  water 
being  taken  from  any  of  the  then  existing 
sources  of  the  Thames.  There  were  other  things, 
of  course,  but  that  may  be  taken  as  being  the 
strongest  proposal.  That  was  very  much  fought 
by  the  water  companies,  who  succeeded  in 
protracting  the  inquiry  until  it  was  obviously  too 
late  to  close  it  that  Session.    At  the  end  of  the 
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Session  they  protested  against  any  decision  being 
given,  because  they  said  their  case  was  not  com- 
plete, and  they  wished  to  give  more  evidence. 
It  was  therefore  arranged  that  the  matter  should 
betaken  up  again  in  1852.  In  1852  the  Com- 
mittee consisted  of  Mr.  William  Beckett,  Lord 
Seymour,  Mr.  Barrow,  Mr.  Ellis,  and[  Mr. 
M'Cidlagh ;  and  before  that  Committee  there 
were  Bills  by  the  (Jlielsea  Company,  the  New 
Eiver  Company;  a  joint  Bill  by  the  New  River 
and  East  London  Companies  ;  a  Bill  by  the  Lea 
River  Trust ;  a  Bill  by  the  East  London 
Waterworks  Company  ;  a  Bill  called  the  Wandle 
Water  and  Sewage  Bill,  the  object  of  which  was 
to  bring  in  a  new  supply  from  the  Wandle  dis- 
trict ;  a  Bill  by  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Company  ;  a  Bill  by  the  Grand  Junction  Water- 
works Company ;  and  another  Bill  called  the 
London  (Watford)  Spring  Company's  Bill,  the 
object  of  which  was  to  bring  in  a  supply  of 
spring  water  from  Watford.  Those  Bills  were 
before  the  Committee  of  1852,  and  the  Committee 
then  started  by  saying  that  they  would  not  take 
any  evidence  in  support  of  the  Government  pro- 
posal, but  they  would  assume  enough  had  been 
said  about  it  before  in  the  Session  of  1851,  and 
they  let  the  companies  go  on  at  once  to  oppose 
the  Government  Bill. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

1653.  I  think  the  evidence  given  on  that  occa- 
sion was  very  voluminous,  was  it  not? — It  was 
very  voluminous  indeed,  and  I  do  not  propose  to 
ask  the  Committee  to  go  into  it  all  over  again, 
but  we  have  the  volumes  here  ;  in  fact,  the 
Committee  sat  during  the  whole  of  1851  and 
during  the  whole  of  1852. 

1654.  Was  it  fairly  well  summed  up  in  the 
speeches  of  counsel  for  the  water  companies  ? — 
I  have  considered  how  I  could  best  really  explain 
to  the  Committee,  in  the  way  of  evidence,  what 
did  take  place.  There  are  a  few  extracts  from 
what  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Govern- 
ment, and  what  was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the 
companies  which  really  2>ut  the  case  quite  suffi 
ciently  clearly. 

1655.  Have  you  read  those  ? — No.  Of  course 
the  companies  contested  very  strongly  the  whole 
of  the  Bill.  First  of  all,  they  said,  or  the  West 
Middlesex  Company,  at  all  events,  said,  that  the 
water  which  they  were  supplying  was  quite  good 
enough.  A  lot  of  the  most  eminent  chemists  of 
the  day  gave  evidence,  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
panies, to  the  eflfect  that  the  water  as  supplied  by 
the  companies  was  of  the  most  excellent  quality. 
There  was  a  great  deal  of  evidence  in  support  of 
the  quality  of  the  water  then,  which,  from  a 
scientific  point  of  view,  was  nearly  conclusive; 
still,  Parliament  decided  that  all  the  existing 
intakes  should  be  closed,  and  that  the  companies 
should  go  up  the  river  and  should  be  allowed  to 
take  water  without  any  payment  from  the  Thames 
at  higher  points. 

[Adjourned  till  Tuesday,  the  28th  instant, 
at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Henry  Lawrence  Cripps,  re-( 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

1656.  On  the  last  occasion  of  sitting  we  had 
just  got  to  the  history  of  what  took  place  in  the 
year  1851  ? — Yes.  Perhaps  I  might  very  shoi-tly 
summarise  what  we  had  done  before,  as  1  have  a 
map  here  which  1  think  may  explain  what  I  en- 
deavovired  to  explain  to  the  Committee,  but 
which  was  a  little  complicated. 

1657.  That  was  with  regard  to  the  over- 
lapping districts  in  the  South  of  London  r — Yes, 
it  was  so ;  in  regard  to  the  way  in  which  Par- 
liament had  from  time  to  time  introduced  com- 
petition over  the  whole  of  this  area.  I  have 
here  a  map  which  perhaps  I  had  better  lay  before 
the  Committee,  if  they  would  like  to  see  it. 
This  map  shows  the  original  statutory  power 
given  to  the  Lambeth  Company  in  1785  in  pink. 
That  was  Lambeth  and  the  parts  adjacent.  The 
next  statutory  powers  were  in  1805,  when  the 
South  London  Company  was  incorporated  and 
constituted  by  Act  of  Parliament  in  order  to 
supply  water  in  a  large  area  of  the  South  of 
London  in  which  there  was  then  no  statutory 
company,  and  also  the  Lambeth  district.  But 
in  1805  it  was  provided  for  the  protection  of 
the  Lambeth  Company  that  one  particular  area, 
which  is  marked  on  this  map  with  yellow  cross 
bars,  should  not  be  within  the  powers  of  the 
South  London  Company,  and  that  was  reserved 
to  the  Lambeth  Company.  Then  the  next  thing 
after  that  was  1822,  when  Parliament  gave 
statutory  powers  to  what  was  the  original  South- 
wark  Company  to  supply  an  area  which  covered 
practically  the  borough  of  Southwark.  Then 
matters  remained  until  1834.  In  the  meantime, 
there  had  been  great  public  dissatisfaction  with 
the  existing  state  of  things,  and  it  is  very  diffi- 
cult, in  giving  a  mere  sketch  of  the  thing,  to 
explain  what  the  extent  of  that  dissatisfaction 
was  and  what  it  led  to ;  but  it  had  gone  on  up  to 
1834,  when  Parliament  repealed  the  existing" 
protection  in  favour  of  the  Lambeth  Company 
so  as  to  authorise  the  South  London  Company  to 
compete  in  the  whole  of  South  London ;  and 
Parliament  also  extended  the  powers  of  the  South- 
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wark  Company,  so  that  they  practically  became 
competitors  also  over  the  whole  of  South  Lon- 
don ;  and  after  1834  the  result  was  that  the 
Southwark  Company,  the  South  London  Com- 
pany, and  the  Lambeth  Company  were  em- 
powered and  authorised  to  give  a  competitive 
supply  with  one  another  over  the  whole  of  South 
London. 

1658.  So  that  in  1834  Parliament  continued 
to  encourage  competition  by  the  repeal  of  the 
restrictions? — Yes,  by  direct  enactment.  Then 
in  1845,  as  I  tried  to  explain  to  the  Committee, 
the  Southwark  Company  and  the  Vauxhall 
Company  (being  really  the  South  London  Com- 
pany) were  amalgamated,  so  that  after  that  date 
Parliament  empowered  the  Southwark  and  Vaux- 
hall Company  to  supply  over  the  whole  of  that 
area  coloured  blue,  and  the  Lambeth  Company 
to  supply  over  the  whole  of  the  area  coloured 
pink.  Those  two  areas,  as  the  Committee  will 
see,  are  practically  identical  with  each  other. 
So  that  was  the  state  of  things  after  1845  until 
1848,  when  the  Lambeth  Company's  old  Acts 
were  repealed,  and  their  area  re-defined  ;  and 
when  their  area  was  re-defined  they  obtained 
powers  to  supply  not  only  throughout  the  whole 
of  both  those  coloured  areas,  but  throughout 
certain  parts  besides,  which  were  not  previously 
within  the  limits  of  either  company. 

1659.  That,  I  think,  brings  us  down  to  the 
year  1851  ?— Yes. 

1660.  And  I  think  you  have  told  the  Com^ 
mittee  that  in  the  year  1851  certain  competitive 
Bills  were  introduced  into  Parliament '.'  —  Yes. 
I  am  afraid  that  in  one  or  two  of  my  last 
answers,  so  far  as  I  am  able  to  read  them,  either 
I  or  the  shorthand  writer  made  some  errori?,  and 
I  do  not  think  the  matter  stands  quite  clear. 
But  what  happened  was  that  in  1851  Bills  were 
introduced,  as  you  suggest,  for  the  introduction 
of  competitive  supplies  from  new  sources,  and  a 
proposal  was  made  on  the  part  of  the  Govern- , 
ment,  as  it  was  called,  to  regulate  the  companies 
in  this  sense  :  that  all  their  powers  of  taking 

water 


ON  THE  LAMBETH  WATEK  (TRANSFER)  BILL. 


113 


28  May  1895.]  Mr.  Cripps.  '  IConlinued. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued, 
water  from  their  then  intakes  were  proposed  to 
be  cancelled.  That  Avas  the  first  thing.  Then 
certain  other  obligations  were  to  be  imposed 
upon  them  with  reference  to  the  covering  of 
their  reservoirs  and  aqueducts,  and  other  things 
which  were  not  so  important  as  the  main  object 
of  the  Government  at  that  time,  which  was  to 
cancel  all  the  then  existing  powers  of  taking- 
water. 

1661.  I  think  the  competitive  Bills  failed  in 
that  year,  and  the  Government  measure  did  not 
pass  until  the  year  1852  ? — That  was  so.  The 
whole  of  the  Session  of  1851  was  occupied  with 
enquiry,  the  matter  was  not  finally  disposed  of; 
and  in  1852  the  Bills  were  re-introduced. 

1662.  Is  there  anything  in  the  proceedings  of 
1851  which  you  think  it  is  important  should  be 
before  this  Committee? — Eeally  the  whole 
proceedings  are  very  important,  but  of  course 
they  are  exceedingly  long.  In  reference  to 
some  of  the  cross-examination  of  learned  counsel, 
it  might  be  well  to  point  out  that  in  1851  the 
Committee  was  discussing  the  question  of  how 
lar  competition  was  available  as  a  means  of 
keeping  down  the  charges  made  by  the  com- 
panies within  proper  proportions.  Unless 
counsel  wish  it,  I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  to 
do  more  than  refer  to  just  one  or  two  questions 
and  answers,  which  will  sufficiently  show  the 
point  that  I  am  endeavouring  to  make.  I  take 
the  engineer  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Company,  for  instance,  who  was  a  representative 
witness  for  the  companies.  First  of  all,  counsel 
said  :  "I  believe  that  competition  was  carried 
on  through  the  years- 1841  and  1842  with  great 
activity."  There  were  two  sets  of  mains  in 
many  streets  where  the  companies  had  originally 
competed.  Then  he  says  :  "  We  do  not 
compete  with  one  another,  but  there  is  no 
positive  line  of  demarcation.  (By  the 
Committee).  During  the  period  of  the  com- 
petition Avas  there  any  reduction  in  the  rate  to 
consumers? — Yes,  during  the  period  of  the 
competition  a  reduction  was  made  to  the 
tenants.''  I  am  now  reading  certain  questions 
which  I  will  hand  in  afterwards,  they  are  very 
few,  so  that  you  may  have  an  opportunity  of 
cross-examining  on  them.  They  are  Questions 
906,  990,  991,  and  from  1338  to  1344.  Those 
involve  some  questions  as  to  ihe  extent  of  the 
benefit  the  consumers  had  got  from  the  com- 
petition. The  question  was  whether  the 
reduction  was  as  much  as  20  per  cent.,  or  what 
it  had  been.  The  witness  is  asked  by  the 
Committee,  "  Do  you  know  what  was  the 
reduction  on  the  part  of  the  Vauxhall  Company 
before  the  union  and  during  the  competition  ?  " 
and  his  reply  is  :  "I  do  not  ;  it  must  have  been 
very  considerable;  1  am  rut  aware  of  the 
amount.' 

1663.  At  Question  1339  be  was  asked  :  "  What 
was  the  extent  of  that  reduction  during  the 
period  of  the  competition,"  and  he  said  that  in 
some  instances  it  was  20  per  cent  ? — Yes,  he 
(Iocs.  Then  at  Question  1551  Sir  William  Clay, 
the  Chairman  of  the  Southwark  antl  Vauxhall 
Company,  gave  evidence  of  the  same  kind.  He 
was  asked  at  Question  1551,  "  You  mean  to  say 
that  tiie  rates  after  the  competition  had  ceased 
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in  1842  were  increased^  above  what  they  were 
during  the  years  of  competition? — Yes.  (Q-) 
How  much  were  they  increased  above  what 
they  were  during  the  period  of  competition  ? — 
I  do  not  think  I  can  state  it  exactly.  Whatever 
they  were  reduced  to  during  the  period  of  the 
competition  they  were  brought  back  to  the  same 
extent  after  the  competition  had  ceased.  (Q.) 
Whether  it  was  20  or  25  per  cent,  or  mure  you 
cannot  tell  ? — I  do  not  think  it  was  so  much." 
The  Witness  was  evidently  unawai'e  of  the 
exact  extent  of  the  reduction,  and  he  did  not 
give  any  very  definite  answer  ;  but  it  is  quite 
clear  throughout  that  the  effect  of  the  statutory 
competition  had  been  to  reduce  very  considerably 
the  charges  to  the  consumer. 

1664.  As  to  what  the  measure  was  and 
whether  there  was  uncertainty,  there  was  no 
doubt  about  the  fact  that  great  reduction  had 
taken  place  in  consequence  of  competition  ? — 
That  is  so. 

1665.  You  have  some  extracts  from  the 
evidence  given  by  the  engineer  to  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Company,  also  by  Mr. 
Simpson,  the  engineer  to  the  Lambeth  Company; 
do  those  carry  it  any  further? — ^They  are 
practically  the  same.  I  may  say  that  copies  of 
the  proceedings  of  this  year  are  very  scarce,  so 
perhaps  it  may  be  as  well  so  to  put  them  on 
the  Notes,  and  learned  counsel  will  have  the 
opportunity  of  cross-examining  upon  them  if  they 
wish. 

1666.  That  was  the  attitude,  and  that  was 
what  took  place  in  the  year  1851? — That  was 
what  took  place  in  the  year  1851.  As  I  have 
already  explained,  those  proceedings  wei"e  not 
concluded,  and  they  commenced  again  in  1852. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1667.  Do  i  understand  that  you  are  going 
to  give  to  the  shorthand  writer  selected  ques- 
tions to  put  upon  the  Notes  ? — Yes. 

Mr.  Bidder.^  I  think  that  is  a  little  un- 
reasonable. Mr.  Cripps  is  referring  to  certain 
evidence  given  in  1851.  No  one  can  object,  of 
course,  to  his  referring  to  and  reading  any 
evidence  ;  but  now  I  understand  he  suggests 
that  without  referring  to  it,  or  letting  us  know 
what  it  is,  he  should  jiut  in  a  lot  of  extracts 
which  he  has  made,  plums  may  I  say,  taken  out 
of  the  large  pudding  of  the  1851  evidence,  upon 
the  Notes,  which  is  a  totally  unreasonable  thing 
to  do.  Mr.  Cripps  also  adds  that  it  is  difficult 
10  get  copies  of  this  evidence  ;  therefore  it  is 
the  more  important  that  any  evidence  in  that 
year,  which  Mr.  Cripps  thinks  ought  to  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee,  and 
whicli  is  material,  should  be  brought  to  our 
attention  also.  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
evidence,  if  you  like,  as  a  whole,  being  treated 
as  referred  to  this  Committee,  because  then  we 
could  all  use  our  own  parts  as  we  thought 
necessary. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

1668.  I  will  shorten  this,  if  you  will  allow 
P  -1-  me. 
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me.  (To  the  Witness.)  You  have  read  some  of 
the  material  extracts  ? — Yes. 

1669.  If  there  is  anything  very  material  that 
you  want  to  put  in,  read  that,  and  it  will  go 
upon  the  Notes.  If  not,  we  will  not  put  them 
on  at  all. 

Chairman.']  I  think  that  will  be  the  more 
convenient  way. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  You  had  better  only  put  on  the 
Notes  what  you  want  to  read. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broione. 

1670.  It  was  only  done  with  a  view  to 
shortening  it.  (To  the  Witness.)  I  think  you 
have  fairly  summed  it  up  in  the  way  you  put  it; 
that  the  whole  of  the  witnesses  admitted 
that  competition  had  reduced  rates,  and  that 
when  competition  ceased  the  rates  went  up 
again  ? — Yes.  I  have  referred  to  the  numbers 
of  the  questions  and  answers,  and  the  shorthand 
writer  can  take  those. 

1671.  Now  I  will  pass  from  that.  That  was 
the  position  of  affairs  in  1851,  and  we  now  come 
to  1852.  There  were  a  great  many  Bills  that 
Session  ;  some  competitive  Bills,  some  Water 
Company  Bills,  and  one  Government  Bill,  were 
there  not  ? — Yes. 

1672.  I  think  the  competitive  Bills  were  to 
bring  in  a  new  supply  of  water  from  a  distance. 
The  Water  Companies'  Bills  were  to  get  new 
sources  of  supply? — That  was  hardly  so,  because 
the  Government  Bill  of  1852  proposed  not  only 
to  cancel  the  companies'  existing  powers,  but 
also  to  impose  upon  them  a  uniform  rate  as 
regards  a  certain  class  of  houses  ;  to  take  away 
their  then  existing  powers  of  rating,  and  make 
them  give  a  uniform  rate  over  the  whole  of  their 
areas.  It  was  also  proposed  (that  was  at  a  later 
period)  to  introduce  a  clause  to  compel  them  to 
extend  their  mains  into  those  parts  of  their  areas 
which  they  were  authorised  to  supply,  but  did  not 
supply,  by  arrangement  between  themselves.  They 
had  allowed,  or  proposed  to  allc>w,  one  company 
only  to  supply.  What  the  companies  had  to  do 
■was  to  meet  that  case ;  and  they  proposed, 
rather  than  have  all  their  powers  cancelled, 
without  any  remedy,  that  some  of  them  should 
go  to  places  higher  up  the  river,  and  take  Avater 
from  the  Thames.  They  also  proposed  to  ask 
Parliament  to  give  them  cei'tain  powers  of 
rating.  Those  powers  were  discussed  during 
the  course  of  the  i)roceedings  of  1852,  and  it  is 
upon  what  took  place  during  that  discussion  that 
really  the  position  of  the  present  companies  in 
regard  to  powers  of  charge  depends. 

1673.  Practically  when  the  Government  Bill 
was  introduced  the  alternative  of  the  companies 
was  to  make  up  their  minds  for  extinction  or  to 
get  new  sources  of  supply  ? — That  was  so.  They 
had  to  face  the  alternative  of  absolute  extinction 
or  asking  Parliament  to  allow  them  to  take  water 
from  another  source. 

1674.  And  they  naturally  chose  the  latter 
alternative  ? — Yes. 

1675.  Have  you  carefully  considered  the  pro- 
ceedings befoi'c  the  Committee  of  1852  ? — Yes. 

1676.  I  think  they  opened  with  the  considera- 
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tion  of  the  Government  Bill,  did  they  not? — 
Yes.  It  is  rather  peculiar  that  the  position  then 
was  really  very  much  the  converse  of  what  it  is 
at  present.  The  Government  were  contending 
that  the  statutory  powers  of  competition,  although 
they  existed  and  were  going  to  be  preserved, 
would  not  be  sufficient  protection  for  the  con- 
sumers, and  therefore  that  the  companies  ought 
to  be  regulated,  and  their  rates  reduced.  The 
companies,  on  the  other  hand,  said,  "  L'eave  us 
where  we  are,  let  us  compete.  You  see  the 
great  advantages  of  competition.  If  you  leave 
us  where  we  stand,  we  will  undertake  to  con- 
tinue this  competition  amongst  ourselves  ;  in 
those  circumstances  you  need  only  fix  a  very 
high  maximum  rate,  and  competition  will  protect 
in  the  future  the  consumers." 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1677.  That  is  rather  an  important  statement; 
would  you  mind  referring  to  where  the  com- 
panies said  that,  because  I  think  we  ought  to 
have  chapter  and  verse  for  that  ? — I  quite  agree 
with  you.  I  think  it  is,  to  a  great  extent,  the 
essence  of  the  case,  therefore  I  will  give  you 
exactly,  as  far  as  I  can,  Avhat  took  place.  In 
1851,  to  go  back  to  1851  for  a  minute,  the 
companies  were  represented  by  

1678.  We  are  in  1852,  and  your  statement  is 
that  in  1852  the  companies  said  they  would  com- 
pete and  keep  down  the  prices,  and  you  made 
that  statement,  which  I  am  told  is  not  altogether 
accurate.  If  you  Avill  kindly  refer  to  any  part 
of  the  proceedings  of  1852  which  supports  your 
statement  1  should  be  glad  ;  it  is  no  use  going 
back  to  1851. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  He  must  take  it  in 
his  own  way.  1  assure  you  he  will  give 
the  exact  references  on  which  he  relies  im- 
mediately. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  But  the  statement  has  been 
made. 

Chairman.]  We  Avill  see  that  that  is  sup- 
ported presently.  Let  the  Witness  go  on  in  his 
own  way. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

1679.  We  will  withdraw  it  if  we  cannot  support 
it.  (To  the  Witness.)  Take  it  in  your  own  way? 
— I  was  asked  about  1851,  and  I  omitted  at  the 
time  one  particular  fact  about  1851,  which  I 
think  Mr.  Bidder  Avould  like  to  know — really  it 
answers  liis  question.  In  1851,  as  I  said  before, 
the  contest  really  began.  The  Government  Bill 
was  introduced  and  discussed,  and  the  companies 
had  not  time  to  answer  it.  In  1852  the  Com- 
mittee took  the  Government  Bill  as  at  all  events 
\)^\vl^  •prima  facie  proved,  and  they  called  upon 
the  companies  to  reply  to  it.  It  was  in  1851 
that  this  first  matter  was  stated,  and  then  I  will 
tell  you  what  was  stated  in  1852.  Serjeant 
Wrangham,  whom  of  course  we  all  know  by 
reputation,  was  conducting  the  case  for  the  com- 
panies, and  what  he  said  was  this :  I  do  not  pro- 
pose to  trouble  the  Committee  with  long  extracts, 
but  I  think  he  summed  up  the  whole  case  here. 
On  the  12th  of  February  1851,  Serjeant 
Wrangham  said,  "  There  you  have  the  principle 
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laid  down  distinctly,  so  far  as  the  opinion  of  the 
statesman  whose  words  I  am  citing  goes,  that  a 
supply  of  water  ought  to  be  left  like  the  supply 
of  many  other  articles  of  equal  necessity,  to  the 
competition  and  speculation  of  individuals,  always 
applying,  of  course,  to  Parliament,  in  the  fir^^t 
instance,  for  the  requisite  powers  to  carry  it  into 
effect."  That  was  in  the  speech  of  Serjeant 
Wrangham  for  the  water  companies.  I  believe 
he  was  nominally  appearing  for  the  Chelsea 
Company,  whose  Bill  coming  first,  alphabetically, 
was  the  leading  case ;  and  it  was  on  the  Chelsea 
Bill  that  the  whole  matter  was  discussed.  '•  Such 
is  the  principle  which  we  are  here  to  maintain 
before  the  Committee,  that  you  can  only  with 
safety  leave  the  management  of  the  supply  of 
water  to  the  metropolis  or  other  places  to  private 
speculation,  subject  always  to  the  fear  of  com- 
petition if  by  misconduct  or  if  by  the  imperfect 
nature  of  the  supply  public  dissatisfaction  is 
created ;  but  subject  to  private  competition  only, 
and  not  to  be  invaded  after  they  have  embarked 
their  property  on  the  faith  of  Parliament,  either 
by  the  control  of  a  Government  officer  or  a 
Government  Board,  or  by  subjecting  them  to 
what  is  called  representative  control."  Perhaps 
it  will  save  time  if  1  read  two  other  extracts. 
"  Do  you  believe,  sir,  that  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany, if  they  had  been  told  that  after  they  shoidd 
have  laid  out  tiieir  150,000/."  I  pause  there  for 
a  moment  to  explain  that  what  he  was  referring 
to  was  what  had  taken  place  in  the  case  of 
the  Lambeth  Company.  The  Lambeth  Com- 
pany previous  to  1848  iiad  themselves  alone 
of  the  water  companies  adopted  the  step  of  going 
up  the  Tliames  and  seeking  for  a  supply  higher 
up ;  and  the  whole  argument  here  was  that  it 
was  the  comj^etition  which  had  made  the  Lambeth 
Company  do  that,  and  that  that  showed  how  the 
competition  might  be  relied  upon.  "  Do  you  be- 
lieve, sir,  that  the  Lambeth  Company,  if  they 
had  been  told  that  after  they  should  have  laid 
out  their  150,000/.  they  would  be  immediately 
consolidated  with  their  neighbouring  and  com- 
peling  company  (the  Southwark  and  Vauxliall 
Company),  in  competition  with  whom,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  competition  with  whom,  in  all  pro- 
bability, this  additional  su]iply  at  this  great 
expense  had  been  secured  by  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany— do  you  think  if  they  had  been  told,  No 
sooner  have  you  obtained  this  supply,  no  sooner 
shall  you  be  on  the  point  of  reaping  the  fruits 
and  the  fair  profits  arising  from  your  ent'3rpi'ising 
spirit,  by  bringing  that  water  to  the  market  in 
the  district  which  you  are  seeking  to  supply, 
than  a  Bill  shall  be  introduced  at  the  instance  of 
Her  Majesty's  Secretary  of  State  for  the  purpose 
of  consolidating  you  with  the  ver)'  rival  who, 
having  taken  no  part  in  the  expense,  having 
taken  no  part  in  the  risk,  is  just  'as  likely  to 
suffer  in  the  race  of  competition  as  you  were 
before,  when  you  had  water  worse  than  he  had — 
do  you  believe  if  that  had  been  so,  the  Lambeth 
Company  would  have  been  mad  enough  to  lay  out 
150,000/.,  or  anything  like  it,  for  the  purpose  of 
the  public  accommodation  ?  When  are  you  to 
look  for  the  real  and  just  |»rinciple  upon  which 
supply  and  demand  can  settle  their  own  level, 
and  where  the  real  wants  of  the  community  are 
384. 
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sure  to  find  persons  willing  and  ready  to  minister 
to  them  ?  Where,  but  in  the  principle  sanctioned, 
I  venture  to  say,  by  continued  experience,  sup- 
ported as  I  have  shown  you  by  the  opinions  of 
the  greatest  and  wisest  amongst  us.  You  can 
safely  leave  the  supply  of  this  matter  only  in  the 
hands  where  you  find  it.  You  may  always  trust 
a  private  enterprise."  I  read  that  because  Ser- 
jeant Wrangham,  on  behalf  of  the  companies, 
was  there  asking  the  Committee  to  reject  the 
Government  proposals  on  the  ground  that  the 
only  real  way  to  deal  with  the  matter  was,  the 
company  suggested,  to  trust  to  the  fear  of  com- 
petition. 

1680.  Then,  so  far  as  your  statement  is  con- 
cerned, you  think  those  passages  justify  what 
you  have  said  ? — Yes,  as  regards  1851. 

1681.  In  1852,  is  there  anything  in  the  speech 
of  Mr.  James,  who  appeared  for  the  Govern- 
ment Bill  in  that  year,  which  you  want  to  call 
attention  to? — Mr.  James,  who  appeared  for  the 
Government,  referred  to  the  matter  in  these 
words — this  is  on  the  2nd  of  April  

Mr.  Bidder.'^  I  do  not  quite  understand  how  a 
statement  made  by  counsel  for  the  Government 
is  evidence  against  the  companies,  or  is  evidence 
of  the  position  which  they  assumed.  Mr.  Cripps 
may  be  quite  in  order  in  supporting  his  state- 
ment by  quoting  from  the  speeches  of  counsel 
for  the  companies,  but  I  fail  to  follow  this. 

Chairman?\  I  think  it  is  only  the  narrative 
of  these  transactions. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

1682.  It  certainly  would  not  be  evidence 
against  the  companies,  and  we  do  not  put  it  in 
that  way  ;  but  it  shows  what  was  in  the  minds 
of  everybody  at  that  time,  that  competition  was 
being  relied  on.  (To  the  JVitticss.)  Is  not  that 
what  you  are  quoting  it  for  ? — That  is  really  all. 
I  will  only  read  one  sentence  :  "  And  when  we 
hear  a  great  deal,  as  we  have  heard  from  Mr. 
Serjeant  vYrangham,  about  his  admiration  of 
the  system  of  competition,  and  trusting  that  they 
will  have  competition,  it  is  probable  that  they 
will."  I  refer  to  that  as  showing  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  Government  that  the  statutory 
power  of  competition  should  continue,  whatever 
might  happen,  because  we  are  here  asking 
this  Committee  to  direct  the  arbitrator  in  the 
present  case  to  have  regard  to  the  statutory 
power  of  competition  as  it  now  exists  at  thia 
date. 

1683.  And  I  see  that  further  on  he  says,  Mr. 
Sc-rjeant  Wrangham,  representing  the  New 
Kiver  Company,  was  trusting  that  there  would 
be  competition,  and  the  probability  is  they  would 
be  indulged  with  competition  ;  showing  that  even 
in  the  Eegulation  Bill  the  Government  did  not 
suppose  that  they  were  putting  an  end  to  com- 
petition ? — Yes  ;  and  Mr.  JaniL-s  referred  to  the 
fact  that  if  the  companies  went  on  as  they  were 
then  contending,  then,  of  course,  it  was  quite 
possible  that  one  or  other  of  the  competitive 
schemes  then  before  that  very  Committee  .might 
idtimately  be  passed. 

1684.  But,  as  my  learned  friend  says,  of 
1'  2  ••—  course 
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course  that  is  not  such  good  against  the  com- 
panies as  would  fall  from  their  own  company  ; 
and  I  see  that  Mr.  Keating  (afterwards  Mr. 
Justice  Keating),  who  was  acting  for  the  Lam- 
beth Company  at  that  time,  used  some  expres- 
sions which  justify  your  statement  ? — Yes,  of 
course  it  is  important,  because  it  shows  the  posi- 
tion of  the  very  company  which  we  are  now 
dealing  with.  The  proposal  of  the  Government 
with  Avhich  Mr.  Keating  was  dealing  was  the 
proposal  that  the  Lambeth  Company's  rate 
should  be  reduced ;  and  what  Mr.  Keating  says 
is,  "  It  is  worthy  of  remark  that  a  large  portion 
of  our  district  is  subject  to  competition.  I  need 
not  say  that  we  do  not  fear  any  competition. 
The  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  are 
about  to  apply  for  a  Bill ;  they  will  have  the 
advantage  of  introducing  all  the  improvements 
which  may  be  suggested,  but  we  fearlessly  invite 
competition  of  every  kind  or  description."  They 
were,  of  course,  obliged  to  put  it  high,  or  they 
might  have  had  all  their  rates  compulsorily  cut 
down  then  and  there,  "  with  our  reservoirs  in 
their  present  state,  we  are  not  afraid  of  competi- 
tion as  to  the  quality  of  our  water  by  any  one  of 
the  companies.  Under  these  circumstances, 
apologising  for  detaining  the  Committee  longer 
upon  the  clause  than  I  may  perhaps  have  been 
justified  in  doing,  I  shall  call  before  you  wit- 
nesses who  will  prove  that  which  I  have  sug- 
gested to  you,  whose  evidence  will,  T  hope,  when 
you  have  heard  it,  induce  you  to  exclude  the 
Lambeth  Company  from  the  operation  of  this 
clause,  or  confine  your  legislation  to  the  Bills  of 
each  of  the  companies,  not  including  a  clause  of 
this  description,  with  regard  to  all  the  companies 
whose  circumstances  so  greatly  vary,  or  drawing 
a  line  round  St.  Paul's  by  a  general  Bill  appli- 
cable to  them  all."  Mr.  Keatinw  succeeded  on 
behalf  of  the  Lambeth  Company  on  that  pledge. 
He  made  that  statement,  and  the  consequence 
was  that  at  the  end  of  the  proceedings  the  clause 
as  affecting  the  Lambeth  Company  was  rejected. 

1685.  I  daresay  that  pledge  did  affect  the 
matter;  but  I  thmk  that  the  speech  you  have 
just  quoted  was  not  exactly  upon  the  reduction 
of  charges  clauses,  but  upon  a  clause  compelling 
them  to  cover  the  reservoirs? — I  beg  your 
pardon  ;  that  was  so  :  it  was  on  one  of  the  regu- 
lating clauses  ;  but  the  same  argument  really 
applied  throughout  the  whole  of  the  case.  It 
was  against  Clause  2  of  the  Bill  that  those 
observationa  were  made. 

1686.  There  was  a  clause  proposed  to  be  en- 
forced on  the  companies  to  make  them  supply 
the  whole  of  their  districts  ;  was  not  that  one  of 
their  proposals? — That  was  another  of  the  pro- 
posals of  the  Government,  to  compel  the  com- 
panies to  extend  their  mains  throughout  the 
whole  of  their  districts.  The  great  grievance 
had  been  that  the  companies  having  applied  to 
Parliament  for  power  of  combination,  and  having 
been  invariably  refused,  had  made  these  arrange- 
ments behind  the  back  of  Parliament,  which  had 
the  effect  of  depriving  the  consumer  of  the 
benefit  of  that  competition  which  Parliament  had 
enacted  for  his  benefit. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  Would  you,  before  you  go  fur- 
ther, clear  up  one  point  ?    You  quoted  from  Mr. 


Keating's  speech  with  reference  to  fearlessly 
challenging  competition.  Was  not  that  with 
regard  to  the  quality  of  their  water  ?  You  said 
it  was  a  question  of  whether  they  ought  to  be 
compelled  to  cover  up  their  reservoirs  to  keep 
impurities  out  of  tiie  water,  which  makes  all  the 
difference. 

Mr.  Balfour  Brotnic]  Mr.  Keating  used  the 
words  :  "  I  need  not  say  that  we  do  not  fear  any 
competition."  Then  further  on  he  says  :  '■  With 
our  reservoirs  in  their  present  state  we  are  not 
afraid  of  competition  as  to  the  quality  of  our 
water  by  any  one  of  the  companies,"  and  those 
words  were  read  by  Mr.  Cripps. 

Witness.']  He  began  by  saying  that  he  did  not 
fear  any  competition.  The  real  question  was 
whether  the  consumer  should  be  bound  to  take 
bad  w^ater  at  a  high  price  or  good  water  at  a 
lower  price  ;  and  the  questions  of  jn-ice  or  quality 
were  inextricably  mixed  up  'together,  as  every- 
thing, in  fact,  was  in  this  case  ;  it  was  all  treated 
as  a  whole. 

1687.  We  have  dealt  with  the  clause  Avhich 
was  sought  to  be  put  on  the  companies  to 
make  them  supply  the  whole  of  their  district? — 
Yes. 

1688.  If  that  had  been  done,  taking  the 
Lambeth  and  the  Southwark  Companies,  they 
nvould  both  have  been  supplying  over  the  whole 
of  their  areas  practically  ? — 1  doubt  that ;  I 
think  that  the  practical  result  would  have  been 
that  the  ra,tes  over  the  whole  area  must  have 
been  reduced  to  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
rates,  except  as  regards  the  West  Middlesex 
area,  where  the  rates  would  have  been  much 
further  reduced,  down  to  the  West  Middlesex 
rates. 

1689.  That  would  be  so  ;  but,  as  a  fact,  if  they 
had  been  compelled  by  that  clause  to  supply 
over  the  whole  area,  then  if  I  had  been  living  in 
an  area  which  was  covered  by  both  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  and  the  Lambeth  Companies, 
1  should  have  had  three  companies'  water  ? — 
Yes,  but  the  real  objection  to  that  particular 
form  of  enactment  was,  that  it  would  have 
enabled,  as  far  as  I  read  the  clause,  any  con- 
sumer, practically,  out  of  mere  capi-ice,  to  have 
called  upon  three  different  companies  to  put  down 
mains  in  the  same  street. 

1690.  And  that  would  have  been  not  voluntary 
competition,  but  it  would  have  compelled  the 
companies  to  compete  ? — It  would  have  com- 
pelled the  companies  to  compete. 

1691.  Tell  us  what  took  place  upon  the  dis- 
cussion of  that  clause  ? — There  again  I  do  not 
propose  to  read  all  the  speech;  it  is  rather  long, 
and  I  think  you  have  summarised  it ;  but  Lord 
Seymour,  who  was  on  the  Committee,  asked  this 
question :  "  The  new  districts  will  be  newly 
arranged  by  the  new  Bills,  will  they  not  ? — (Mr. 
James) :  Yes."  Then  Mr.  Serjeant  Wrangham 
says  :  "  They  do  not  alter  their  existing  jurisdic- 
tion. {Chairman)  :  You  do  not  mean  to  alter 
the  limits  of  the  districts  which  you  now  have." 
Of  course  that  is  what  the  companies  wished  to 
do,  and  felt  that  they  could  not ;  and  Mr.  Ser- 
jeant   Wrangham   says,    "  No,   sir,   we  have 

difficulties 
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difficulties  enough  to  contend  with  here  from  the 
Government,  and  if  we  began  to  define  the 
districts  in  our  separate  Bills,  the  Committee 
may  imagine  the  sort  of  confusion  that  would 
arise  with  an  enemy  at  the  gates.  (Chairmn/i)  : 
I  suppose  Kensington  will  again  have  four  com- 
panies which  which  might  possibly  supply  it. 
(Mr.  Serjeant  Wranghum)  :  Kensington  might 
call  upon  four  companies  to  come  and  supply  it, 
and  a  very  small  portion  of  it,  too.  (  Chairman)  : 
You  are  not  going  to  take  away  any  of  the  com- 
petition which  at  present  exists?"  There,  you 
see,  the  Chairman  directly  asks  the  companies 
whether  they  were  intending  in  their  scheme  of 
18.52  to  take  away  any  of  the  competition  Avhich 
existed. 

1692.  And  he  is  answered  in  the  negative  by 
Mr.  Serjeant  Wrangham  ? — He  is  answered  in 
the  negative  by  Mr.  Serjeant  Wrangham,  and 
he  explains  what  the  Government  were  propos- 
ing in  this  way  :  He  docs  not  object  to  competi- 
tion, but  he  says,  Avhat  you  are  now  pro]X)sing  is 
com[)etitlon  by  compulsion.  "  We  have  heard 
of  competition  for  the  sake  of  rivalry,  but  here 
we  are  compelled  to  fight  to  see  which  is  the 
best  man  of  the  two,  when  neither  of  them  has 
much  stomach  for  the  combat." 

1693.  And  I  see  he  uses  the  very  words  : 
"  This  is  competition  by  compulsion  "  ?  —  Yes. 
"  This  is  competition  by  compulsion." 

1694.  And  that  was  what  they  desired  to 
avoid  ;  they  wanted  to  continue  the  existing 
competition  which  was,  as  I  understand,  accord- 
ing to  them,  free  competition  ? — Yes,  and  at  this 
point  we  get  to  what  is  important  with  reference 
to  another  part  of  this  Bill.  Serjeant  Wrang- 
ham stated  to  the  Committee  on  behalf  of  the 
companies,  that  they  would  be  subject  to  the 
Waterworks  Clauses  Act.  The  Waterworks 
Clauses  Act  does  provide,  that  subject  to  cer- 
tain conditions,  the  consumers  may  call  upon  the 
companies  to  lay  down  their  mains  and  supply 
water ;  and  Serjeant  Wrangham  stated  in  deal- 
ing with  this  matter  (I  am  now  going  to  a 
further  paragraph  from  the  same  speech)  : 
"  Then  it  is  said  there  is  the  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act ;  and  there  is  a  clause  in  that  Act  which 
compels  every  company,  under  certain  conditions, 
to  supply  water  to  those  who  require  it  within 
the  limits  of  their  Acts  of  Parliament.  Surely 
one  observation  arises,  if  that  be  so,  that  as  we 
are  about  to  incorporate  the  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act  in  our  Bills,  there  can  be  no  necesS'ity  for 
specifying  districts,  and  introducing  this  stringent 
clause  into  the  Bill  ;  Clause  18  of  the  Water- 
works Clauses  Act  already  doing  what  this  pro- 
fesses moi'c  explicitly,  more  rigidly  to  do.  Just 
consider  what  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act  is. 
I  am  quite  sure  that  what  I  am  about  to  say  will 
be  assented  to  by  honourable  Members.  The 
Waterworks  Clauses  Act  was  drawn  up  upon 
the  hypothesis  that  the  district  with  which  they 
were  dealing  was  supplied  by  one  company  only, 
and  accordingly  it  is  rendered  imperative  upon 
the  companies  having  the  power  to  supply  to 
give  the  supply  when  it  is  demanded,  upon  cer- 
tain terms  ;  but  be  that  as  it  may,  if  we  are 
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compelled  to  do  it  by  fhe  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act,  we  must  take  our  chance  ;  but  where  is  the 
necessity  for  this  new  legislation  upon  the  sub- 
ject?" Then  he  explains  what  the  course  of 
procedure  would  be  under  the  Waterworks 
Clauses  Act. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1695.  I  think  there  must  be  some  confusion 
here.  Clause  18  of  the  VViiterworks  Clauses 
Act  refers  to  mines  ? — Yes,  I  know.  It  is  not 
Clause  18,  it  is  Clause  35  really. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

1696.  Itis  a  mistake  of  the  learned  Serjeant's; 
it  is  Clause  35  ? — It  is  quite  clear,  if  you  read 
on,  which  clause  it  is  that  he  is  referring  to. 

1697.  In  another  passage,  immediately  afrer, 
he  says  "  It  is  not  concealed  that  the  W;iter- 
works  Clauses  Act  contains  a  clause  such  as  my 
learned  friend  has  stated "  ;  and  he  had  stated 
the  eft'ect  of  the  Clause  35.  "  We  must,  in  in- 
corporating that  Act  with  our  own,  take  the 
chances  of  that  clause."  Those  are  his  words  ? 
— Yes.  Of  course  Mr.  Bidder  is  aware,  and  I 
daresay  he  will  ask  me  about  that  in  due  course, 
that  there  was  an  abolition  at  a  subsequent 
period  in  this  Act,  which  we  are  seeking  to 
remedy  by  a  clause  in  this  Bill  ;  and  I  am  only 
referring  to  these  points  as  I  come  to  them  to 
show  that  it  was  one  of  the  suggestions  made  on 
the  part  of  the  companies  at  the  time  when  they 
were  trying  to  get  rid  of  those  rating  clauses. 
This  clause  about  compulsory  supply  was  one  of 
the  suggestions  made — that  as  we  are  bound  to 
incorporate  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act  in  our 
Bill  there  can  be  no  necessity  for  introducing 
this  stringent  clause  into  the  Bill. 

1698.  We  shall  have  to  show  how  that  clause 
Avas  repealed  in  the  company's  Bill  ;  but  at  this 
juncture  they  were  relying  upon  it  as  doing  all 
that  was  necessary  without  the  clause  compelling 
the  companies  to  compete  in  each  other's  dis- 
tricts ? — Yes,  they  are  liere  opposing  the  com- 
pany's scheme. 

1699.  Then  there  is  another  paragraph  which 
I  believe  you  wish  to  read  :  "  What  ground  can 
there  be  for  treating  us  diffei'ently  from  other 
companies  throughout  England  'f  If  the  Water- 
works Clauses  Consolidation  Act  is  good  for 
Birmingham,  or  Leeds,  or  Manchester,  why 
should  it  not  be  good  for  London  '(  To  that  we 
are  ready  to  submit"  ?— -That  is  so. 

1700.  On  the  26th  of  April,  I  think,  there  Avas 
an  intimation  by  the  Chairman  ?— Yes.  On  the 
26th  of  April  1852,  the  Committee  practically 
rejected  tlie  worst  of  the  clauses  which  had  been 
proposed  on  the  part  of  the  Government — the 
Avorst,  I  mean,  as  affecting  the  water  companies. 
After  all  these  undertakings,  as  I  call  them,  had 
been  given  on  behalf  of  the  companies  by  their 
counsel,  the  Committee  rejected  certain  of  the 
clauses  which  had  been  proposed  by  the  Govern- 
ment. Then  the  next  thing  that  Avas  taken  up 
AA'as  really  the  rating  question.  We  are  getting 
now  to  that  portion  of  our  Bill  in  Avhich  Ave 
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l)ropose  that  the  arbitrator  should  not  forget  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  existing  powers 
of  charging  were  given  hy  Parliament  to  the 
companies. 

1701.  That  is  to  say,  it  is  paragraph  5  of  Sec- 
tion 6.  "  The  legality  of  the  charges  now  made 
or  claimed  to  be  made  by  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  "  (or  the  Lambeth  Company, 
it  does  not  matter  which)  "and  the  reasonable- 
ness of  such  charges  having  regard  to  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  powers  of  charge 
have  been  granted  by  Parliament  "  ? — Yes. 

1702.  As  I  understand,  that  is  a  direction  to 
the  arbitrator  to  consider  the  circumstances ;  but 
he  is  perfectly  entitled  to  act  in  any  way  he 
likes  after  having  considered  them?— Yes  j  we 
suggest  that  he  should  not  be  bound  by  the  ex- 
press terms  of  the  Act  of.  Parliament,  but  that 
he  should  really  see  and  understand  what  was 
the  pledge  given  by  the  companies  to  Parlia- 
ment, in  return  for  which  they  got  their  present 
position. 

1703.  As  I  understand,  without  such  a  direc- 
tion no  arbitrator  could  consider  this  matter  at 
all?— I  think  that  Mr.  Bidder  would  argue  very 
strongly  against  it  if  in  a  present  arbitration 
we  suggested  that  the  circumstances  of  1852 
ought  to  be  taken  into  consideration. 

1704.  Do  you  think  that  it  is  fair  that  those 
circiunstances  should  be  before  the  arbitrator 
when  he  considers  the  value  of  these  works  ? — 
Yes  ;  the  contention  of  the  Council  is  that  a 
distinct  pledge  was  given  to  Parliament  by  the 
companies  in  1852,  which  they  have  not  ful- 
filled. 

1705.  And  under  those  circumstances  it  is  fair 
that  he  should  have  an  opportunity  of  consider- 
ing that  ? — Yes. 

1706.  And  all  that  you  ask  this  Committee 
or  Parliament  to  do  is  to  direct  that  he  does 
it  ? — Yes,  that  he  shall  have  regard  to  it. 

1707.  The  next  matter  we  want  to  deal  with 
is  the  question  of  the  rates  that  Avere  put  upon 
the  companies  in  the  year  1852  ? — Yes. 

1708.  I  think  there  was  a  proposal  on  the  part 
of  the  Government  to  make  a  uniform  rate 
throughout  the  whole  of  London? — I  can  only 
tell  from  what  I  am  able  to  gather  from  the 
evidence  and  proceedings,  what  the  proposal  was, 
and  [  am  not  quite  certain  what  it  was  ;  but 
it  is  quite  obvious  from  the  argument  that  the 
proposal  was,  that  at  all  events  as  regards  cer- 
tain properties  (possibly  not  as  regards  all 
houses)  and  within  a  certain  area  there  should  be 
a  uniform  scale  of  rating.  At  present,  as  the 
Committee  are  aware,  taking  this  particular  dis- 
trict, the  West  Middlesex  Company  coming  in 
as  a  competitive  company,  have  only  a  very  low 
scale  of  charges. 

GhairmanJ]  Might  1  ask  if  we  are  still  on 
Clause  6  ? 

JMr.  Balfour  Brownc.'\  Yes,  sir. 

ChairmanJ\  W  hich  part  of  it  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  BroioneJ]  "  The  reasonableness 


of  such  charges  having  regard  to  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  powers  of  charge  have 
been  granted." 

Sir  James  Kit.son.^  From  whom  did  the  pro- 
posal for  uniform  charges  emanate  ;  who  made 
the  proposal  ? 

The  Witnesa.'j  The  Government. 

1709.  When  you  say  the  Government  do  you 
mean  some  department  of  the  Government? — 
The  Bill  was  under  the  charge,  I  think,  of  the 
First  Commissioner  of  Works  at  the  time. 

1710.  It  would  be  rather  interesting  to  know 
accurately  who  made  the  proposal  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.Jj  Appai'ently,  sir,  at 
that  particular  juncture  it  was  a  Government 
measure  introduced  by  a  Member  of  the  Govern- 
ment. The  Government  appeared  by  counsel  in 
the  room  and  argued  the  matter  by  means  of 
counsel,  and  apparently  they  were  proposing  to 
have  a  uniform  rate  over  the  whole  of  London. 

Mr.  Bidder.^  1  think  that  is  a  mistake ;  I 
think  it  was  a  uniform  system.  I  am  told  that 
at  that  time  some  of  the  water  companies  charged 
according  to  the  number  of  windows  in  a  house, 
or  something  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  I  should  not  wonder  at 
anything  unreasonable  on  their  parts. 

Sir  Stafford  Nortlicote.'\  Have  you  a  copy  of 
the  1852  Bill  as  introduced  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Brow7ie.^  I  do  not  think  we  have. 

Chairman.l  You  will  probably  find  in  the 
opening  statement  of  the  counsel  in  that  case  on 
behalf  of  what  department  he  appeared,  or  by 
what  department  he  was  instructed.  It  would 
be  very  interesting,  as  Sir  James  Kitson  says, 
to  know  that. 

The  Witness.l  Really,  the  position  was  this. 
Perhaps  my  knowledge  of  history  ought  to  be  a 
little  more  accurate,  but  either  in  1851  or  1852 
there  was  a  change  of  Govei'nment — 1852,  I 
think  it  was.  In  1851  the  Bill  had  been  intro- 
duced by  the  Government,  and  was  in  a  cer- 
tain form.  It  was  taken  up  again  in  1852  in 
the  same  form,  but  owing  to  the  change  of 
Government,  although  the  general  policy  of  the 
previous  administration  was  followed,  there  were 
certain  new  proposals  made.  Clauses  were  pre- 
pared and  put  before  the  Committee  of  1852 
which  were  not  in  the  original  Bill ;  and  that,  1 
think,  is  the  reason  why  there  does  not  appear 
to  be  a  copy  of  this  clause  upon  the  authentic 
records.  It  is  referred  to  and  discussed  ;  but  the 
clauses  of  1852  (there  were  48  of  them,  by  the 
way)  were  introduced  as  manuscript  clauses  and 
proposed  to  be  added  to  the  Bill.  I  see  that  the 
argument  against  the  clauses  was  to  a  great 
extent  of  a  technical  character.  It  was  said  that 
clauses  of  such  importance  ought  not  to  be  intro- 
duced into  the  Bill  as  mere  amendments  by  the 
Committee,  but  that  they  ought  to  have  been 
either  introduced  into  the  Bill  before  it  was  read 
a  second  time,  or  upon  petition  for  additional 
provision. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

)711.  Who  was  it  that  introduced  the  Bill  ? — 
Lord  Seymour. 

1712.  Mr. 
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1712.  Mr.  James,  who  appeared  for  the 
Government  I  see^  says  this  :  "  Sir,  I  need 
hardly  state  to  you  that  the  object  which  the 
present  Government  has  in  view  in  promoting 
this  Bill  is  entirely  a  pubb'c  one.  The  sole 
motive  whicli  induced  the  noble  Lord  as  a 
member  of  the  late  Government  to  bring  in  this 
Bill  which  has  been  adopted  generally  in  its 
terms  by  Her  Majesty's  advisers,  was,  of  course, 
a  public  one,  with  a  view  of  affording  a  vast 
number  of  inhabitants  of  the  metropolis  a  better 
supply  of  water  in  larger  quantities  and  at  a 
more  moderate  rate  than  at  present."  (To  the 
Witness,')  Passing  from  the  statement  in  open- 
ing, the  uniform  rate  was  argued  against  by  some 
of  the  counsel  representing  the  companies,  was 
it  not? — Yes.  If  before  1  answer  that  question 
you  will  allow  me,  I  think  I  can  now  give  the 
information  which  the  honourable  Chairman 
asked  for.  Lord  Seymour,  as  appears  from  the 
report  in  Hansard  of  6th  February  1852, 
volume  119,  page  215,  who  was  then  First  Com- 
missioner of  Works,  moved  for  leave  to  introduce 
the  Bill,  and  he  dealt  with  the  policy  of  Lord 
John  Russell  with  regard  to  London  water 
administration.  It  was  very  i'ully  discussed  in 
the  House  of  Commons  at  that  date. 

Chairman. 

1713.  I  think  that  answers  the  question  ;  you 
need  not  go  further  into  that  ? — 'I'hen  on  the 
change  of  Government  it  was  taken  up  by  Lord 
John  Manners.  ^ 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

1714.  In  inquiry  against  a  uniform  rate  did 
the  companies  represent  to  Parliament  that  their 
maxinuim  rate  was  not  one  which  they  were 
going  to  charge  in  all  cases,  but  merely  in  par- 
ticular cases,  and  under  certain  circumstances  ? 
— Yes,  they  did. 

1715.  Will  you  substantiate  that  by  reading 
some  of  the  words  of  the  speech  of  Serjeant 
Wrangham?— I  think  (although  I  can  sum- 
marise this  speech)  if  the  Committee  think  it  of 
sufficient  importance,  as  it  seems  to  me  it  is,  I 
should  put  this  sj^eech  on  the  Notes,  because  it 
does  contain  directly  what  you  suggest.  But 
just  to  deal  Avith  it  for  the  purposes  of  to-day,  I 
will  say  that  Serjeant  Wrangham,  in  opening 
the  Bill  of  the  Chelsea  Company  as  regards  the 
question  of  rates  (and  in  dealing  with  the  Bill  of 
the  Chelsea  Company  he  was  dealing  with  the 
case  of  the  companies  altogether),  said,  "  We  now 
go,  sir,  to  the  question  of  rates,  which  is  in 
Clause  50.^  With  reference  to  that  clause  per- 
haps the  Committee  will  permit  me  to  make  a 
few  observations  which,  I  trust,  may  be  of 
service  to  them  upon  the  general  principle  of 
rating  for  water  companies.  There  was  a  pro- 
position in  the  Bill  promoted  by  my  learned  friend, 
Mr.  James,  for  introducing  a  uniform  rate  ;  that 
is,  for  compelling  all  the  companies  to  collect  the 
same  rates,  and  each  to  levy  a  uniform  rate 
throughout  the  limits  of  its  own  district,  so  that 
everyone  would  pay  a  uniform  rate."  That 
answers  Mr.  Bidder's  (luestion. 
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1716.  That  is  their  own  description  of  it  ? — 
Their  own  description.  "  It  Avas  intended  by 
my  learned  friends  to  impose  a  uniform  scale  of 
rates  upon  all  the  companies,  that  is  to  compel 
the  New  River  Company  and  the  Chelsea  Water 
Company  to  levy  the  same  rate  and  to  compel 
each  of  them  to  abide  by  the  uniform  rate 
throughout  the  whole  of  its  own  district.  I 
ought,  injustice  to  the  author  or  authors  of  the 
Bill,  as  it  came  before  the  Committee,  to  say  that 
that  was  not  any  part  of  llie  original  Bill  that 
passed  the  Second  Reading,  but  it  -was  part  of 
the  supplemental  Bill  which  the  Committee 
disposed  of."  I  may  interpose  to  say  that  the 
clause  at  this  date  had  been  already  rejected  by 
the  Committee,  and  Serjeant  Wrangham  is  only 
now  referring  to  it  in  justification  of  his  own 
proposal  about  taking  the  maximimi  poAver  of" 
charging.  "  The  Committee  Avill  not  expect 
many  observations  from  me  to  satisfy  them 
that  it  would  be  completely  out  of  the  question." 
I  need  not  read  the  next  part ;  but  Serjeant 
Wrangham  refers  to  the  obvious  difficulties 
about  imposing  a  uniform  rate  over  the  whole 
of  London,  having  regard  to  the  difficulties  of 
level,  and  the  difficulties  of  rating  and  one 
thing  and  another.  "All  those  matters,"  he 
says,  "  would  make  it  impossible  to  levy  a 
uniform  rate  among  the  companies." 

Chairman. 

1717.  I  think  you  might  as  well  read  it;  it 
Avill  not  take  long? — Very  well,  sir.  "There 
are  a  thousand  incidents  which  must  compel 
these  companies  as  commercial  companies,  in 
dealing  fairly  Avith  the  public,  to  levy  a  different 
scale  of  rates ;  for  instance,  the  expense  of 
obtaining  the  article  which  they  sell,  the  water, 
must  necessarily  have  a  great  influence  upon 
Avhat  rate  they  receive  for  it.  Dealing  with  it 
as  a  matter  of  trade,  of  course,  if  they  purchase 
dear,  they  cannot  afford  to  sell  so  cheap  as 
their  neighbours,  who  purchase  at  a  much  less 
price.  That  must  be  one  incident  which  must 
necessarily  differ  the  scale  of  rating,  as  between 
companies  obtaining  water  from  a  different  source 
and  at  a  different  cost.  Another  circumstance 
would  be  (which,  indeed,  would  not  only  apply 
to  the  companies  inter  se,  but  to  each  company 
within  the  limits  of  its  own  district),  that  there 
might  be  great  differences  of  level  in  the  district. 
It  would  be  very  hard  upon  the  man  upon  a  fl.at 
who  could  be  served  at  much  less  cost  by  the 
company  to  pay  the  same  as  the  gentleman  who 
has  the  benefit  of  the  fresh  air  and  the  fairer 
prospect  upon  the  summit,  it  being  a  much 
greater  cost  to  the  company  to  send  water 
upstairs  than  to  supply  it  on  the  ground  floor. 
All  those  matters  therefore  would  make  it 
impossible  to  levy  a  uniform  rate  as  among 
the  companies  ;  and  even  supposing  it  were 
])0ssible  to  levy  a  uniform  rate  throughout  the 
district  of  any  one  company,  I  will  proceed  to 
show  you  that  it  is  absolutely  impossible  to  have 
a  fixed  tmbending  scale  of  rates  by  any  com- 
pany, whether  that  rate  be  leviable  upon  the 
annual  value  of  the  house  as  a  i)ercentage,  or 
whether  it  be  levied,  as  it  is  by  some  of  the 
companies,  according  to  the  number  of  rooms  in 
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the  house,  the  truth  of  the  matter  being  that 
there  is  no  possible  escape  in  the  interest,  either 
of  the  company  or  the  pubhc,  from  this  principle  ; 
and  this  is  the  only  thing  which  can  be  specified, 
that  you  must  have  a  maximum  rate,  as  the  only 
thing  which  is  fair,  in  some  particular  instances, 
and  you  must  leave  in  the  hands  of  the  company 
a  discretion  to  recede  from  that  maximum  rate 
as  the  circumstances  that  justify  it  diminish.  I 
know,  sir,  that  will  aj)peai-  to  be  leaving  a  large 
discretion  in  the  hands  of  the  company  ;  I  am 
quite  aAvare  of  that,  but  I  think  the  Committee 
will  see  that  it  is  absolutely  inevitable.  That  is 
the  principle  upon  which  the  companies  have 
always  proceeded  hitherto,  and  the  test  of  the 
moderation  with  which  we  have  used  that 
discretion  with  reference  to  the  public  is  this, 
and  it  is  certainly  a  most  remarkable  fact  in  the 
history  of  Parliamentary  Committees  and  the 
conduct  of  private  Bills,  that  there  is  not,  after 
all  the  public  interest  which  has  been  excited 
upon  the  subject  of  the  water  supply  of  the 
metropolis,  after  all  the  discussions  in  Parliament, 
after  all  the  agitation  out  of  doors,  after  all  that 
the  reports  of  the  Board  of  Health,  after  all  that 
Mr.  Tabberner  and  Mr.  Freebody  and  Mr. 
Chadwick  could  do,  and  more  than  all,  after  all 
the  tremendous  articles  vipon  the  subject  with 
which  we  have  been  treated  from  time  to  time 
by  the  '  Times '  newspaper,  there  is  not  one 
single  petition  upon  your  table  against  any  one 
of  these  private  Bills  signed  by  a  single  rate- 
payer complaining  of  the  rate  which  he  is  called 
upon  to  pay."  Of  course,  Serjeant  Wrangham 
made  the  most  of  that ;  but  I  suppose  the  rate- 
payers were  relying  upon  the  Grovernment  to 
protect  their  interests. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1718.  What  year  are  we  on  now? — 1852. 
Then  he  says  there  were  no  complaints  against 
the  companies.  "  There  were  two  or  three  cases 
suggested  of  the  New  River  Company  having 
refused  to  return  or  to  abate  the  charge  upon 
the  landlord,  where  the  landlord  had  not  re- 
ceived the  rent  from  his  tenant,  and  both  these 
were  disproved." 

1719.  1  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  to  read  it 
all,  but  I  think  that  that  shows  the  contention 
against  a  uniform  rate.  But  I  find  all  through 
the  speech  that  there  are  assertions  that  the 
maximum  rate  is  to  be  a  flexible  rate — a  rate 
which  is  to  be  modified  and  which  is  to  be 
receded  from  ? — Perhaps  I  had  better  read  these 
short  passages,  which  do  seem  to  me  to  be 
relevant ;  there  are  not  many  more  :  Some  of 
the  companies  take  their  maximum  rate  accord- 
ing to  the  annual  value  of  the  house ;  some  of 
them  according  to  the  number  of  rooms,  but  all 
of  them  treated  as  a  maximum  rate,  as  a  flexible 
rate,  as  a  rate  which  is  to  be  modified  according 
to  the  particular  circimistances.  The  question 
is  whether  that  is  not  necessai-y  ;  if  it  be  neces- 
sary clearly  you  must  leave  a  discretion  to  the 
company."  1  then  omit  a  part  of  the  sj^eech, 
which  is  notvery  important.  "  Therefore  youmust 
fix  the  maximum  upon  the  principle  of  taking 
the  highest  rate  Avhich  is  fairly  leviable  by  the 
company  in  any  part  of  their  district.    Then  we 


Mr.  Bidder — continued, 
know,  sir,  moreover,  that  many  mercantile  situa- 
tions vary  enormously  in  value,  though  the 
premises  may  be  of  the  same  size.  Houses 
Avhich  would  pay  80Z.  in  one  situation,  used  for 
commercial  purposes,  would  pay  700/.  or  800/. 
at  Charing  Cross  or  in  the  Strand  or  in  any  of 
the  great  thoroughfares."  "  It  would  follow  in 
such  a  case  that  there  would  be  a  discretion  for 
the  reduction  of  the  rate  in  other  cases,  and  I 
think  you  will  hear  from  Mr.  Simpson,  who  has 
managed  the  affairs  of  the  Chelsea  Company, 
suflficient  grounds  to  show  you  that  the  only 
party  who  can  exercise  a  discretion  as  to  the 
receding  and  the  extent  of  the  receding  from 
the  maximum  rate  in  particidar  cases  must  be 
the  company  through  their  officers." 

1720.  I  see  there  are  still  further  passages, 
but  they  bear  out  the  same  contention,  that  the 
counsel  for  the  companies  lead  Parliament  to 
understand  that  these  rates  were  not  always  to 
be  charged  up  to  the  maximum,  but  that  they 
were  flexible,  and  to  be  treated  merely  as  some- 
thing that  they  were  not  to  go  beyond  ? — Yes. 
It  is  perhaps  worth  observing  that  the  phrase 
which  Serjeant  Wrangham  used  bears  obvious 
marks  of  very  careful  consideration,  because  it 
is  not  only  quoted  by  himself,  but  it  is  referred 
to  by  the  witnesses  in  the  same  terms.  He  says  : 
"  The  maximum  rate  would  be  receded  from  in 
the  majority  probably  of  instances."  That  was 
the  way  Serjeant  Wrangham  put  it  first  of  all ; 
and  then  he  asks  Mr.  James  Simpson  a  question. 
Mr.  Simpson,  in  1852,  at  Question  2243,  is  asked, 
"  You  expect,  as  I  understand  you,  that  the  rate 
which  is  put  into  the  Chelsea  Bill  will  be  the 
actual  rate  which  you  will  use  ?  "  and  the  answer 
is  :  "  Not  in  all  cases  ;  it  will  be  the  maximimi  ; 
we  shall  be  obliged  to  recede  and  take  a  lower 
rate  in  some  of  the  poorer  districts."  I  might 
read  now  Mr.  Simpson's  own  statements  :  "  The 
maximiim  rate  is  to  apply  to  a  minority  of 
instances."  "  It  is  not  the  intention  that  this 
maximimi  rate  should  arise  in  every  instance." 
That  is  Question  2532  ;  and  Question  2536  is : 
"  The  very  principle  of  this  clause  is  that  it 
should  not  be  carried  out  rigidly."  Mr.  Thomas 
Hawksley,  at  Question  8749,  says  this  

Chairman. 

1721.  Whom  did  he  appear  for? — For  the 
companies.  He  says:  "In  point  of  fact,  the 
maximum  rate  which  is  settled  by  Act  of  Par- 
liament, is  never,  practically  speaking,  realised 
by  the  company." 

Mr.  Balfour  Broione. 

1722.  Does  that  conclude  the  extracts  which 
you  think  important  upon  that  jjoint  ? — There  is 
only  one  sentence  that  I  propose  to  add  to  them, 
and  that  is  from  Serjeant  Wrangham's  concluding 
speech  in  reply;  I  have  given  you  what  he  said 
in  opening ;  I  have  given  you  the  evidence,  and 
in  reply  he  said  this,  "  Perhaps,  sir,  iipon  the 
rating  clause  the  Committee  will  permit  me  to 
say  a  few  words,  in  reference  to  the  scale  of 
rates  Avhieh  we  proj)(;sc.  In  opening  the  case  of 
rates,  I  veutiu'ed  to  throw  out  what  the  Com- 
mittee must  have  been  pretty  well  satisfied  of 
in  the  coiu'se  of  the  inquiry,  that  an  inflexible 
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Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continvied. 
Tate  would  not  do  ;  that  you  cannot  impose  upon 
all  property  of  equal  value  the  same  amount  of 
payment  for  water  rate,  because  the  amount  of 
supply  may  differ  so  much  under  varying  circum- 
stances. That,  I  think,  therefore,  I  may  almost 
assume  as  being  a  principle  which  will  be 
adopted  by  the  committee.  Then  comes  the 
next  question,  is  a  maximum  rating  having 
reference  to  the  annual  value  of  the  premises 
correct  in  certain  extreme  cases,  but  to  be 
receded  from  in  the  majority  probably  of 
instances,  a  reasonable  mode  of  rating  property 
to  a  payment  for  a  supply  of  water  ?  "  He  there 
repeats  what  he  had  said  in  opening,  and  the 
evidence  which  he  got  from  the  water  company's 
witness  almost  in  the  same  terms  in  which  it  was 
given  by  the  witness.  That  is  on  the  4th  May, 
18.'52. 

1723.  As  I  understand,  you  gather  from  that 
that  it  was  upon  these  distinct  pledges  that  the 
companies  got  the  maximum  powers  they  have  ? 
—Yes. 

1724.  Distinct  pledges  that  these  rates  were 
not  to  be  charged  in  all  instances,  and  also  a 
distinct  pledge  that  there  was  to  be  free  com- 
petition?— Yes.  You  see  the  pledge  was  that 
it  should  be  a  maximum  rating  in  certain  extreme 
cases,  but  to  be  receded  from  in  the  majority 
probably  of  instances. 

1725.  If  since  that  date  they  have  forgotten 
all  about  their  pledges,  and  -have  charged  their 
absolute  maximum,  do  you  think  that  they  should 
be  paid  upon  the  basis  of  their  absolute  maxi- 
mum, or  do  you  think  that  the  arbitrator  should 
consider  their  pledges  ? — I  think  that  the  arbi- 
trator should  consider  whether  he  is  to  assume 
that  an  income  derived  from  charging  the  maxi- 
mum rate  in  all  cases  is  one  which  he  ought 
fairly  to  take  into  consideration,  or  whether  he 
ought  not  on  the  other  hand  to  give  effect  to  the 
pledge  given  by  the  companies,  and  treat  the 
statutory  maximum  income  which  these  com- 
panies might  levy  as  resulting  from  a  rate  which 
ought  to  be  receded  from  in  the  majority  pro- 
bably of  instances. 

1726.  Supposing  these  Purchase  Bills  out  of 
the  way  altogether,  do  you  think  there  would  be 
a  reasonable  probability  of  a  public  authority 
promoting  a  Bill  to  say  :  you  have  forgotten 
your  pledges,  you  are  charging  up  to  your 
maximum,  and  we  ask  Parliament  to  alter  your 
maximum,  and  prevent  your  charging  such  high 
rates? — Certainly,  that  is  a  point  which  has 
been  very  strongly  pi'essed  on  the  London 
County  Council,  even  now,  as  a  preliminary  to  a 
purchase. 

1727.  If  that  were  done,  of  course  that  would 
limit  the  value  of  the  undertakings? — Of  course 
it  would. 

Mr.  Bidder?\  If  it  were  done,  and  if  Parlia7 
ment  passed  it. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

1728.  I  said  done  by  Parliament.  I  quite 
agree  that  it  must  be  passed  by  Parliament. 
{To  Witness.)  Do  you  think  it  is  at  all  im- 
probable that  Parliament  would  have  regard  to 
the  pledges  so  given  ? — Supposing,  for  instance, 
these  Bills  were  rejected,  and  we  had  to  intro- 
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Mr.  Balfour  Brotcne — continued, 
duce  a  Regulation  Bill  instead  in  another  year, 
of  course  that  would  be  one  of  the  main  points 
that  we  should  bring  forward,  and  I  hope 
should  be  able  to  substantiate,  on  a  Bill  of  that 
kind. 

Mr.  Bidder.^  I  must  ask  you,  sir,  to  consider 
whether  Mr.  Cripps  is  not  going  beyond  the 
utmost  limit  of  even  a  Parliamentary  witness. 
He  has  gone  into  a  great  many  matters,  and 
now  he  is  professing  to  give  you  expert  evidence 
as  to  the  probability  of  Parliament  passing  a  Bill 
of  a  certain  character  brought  before  them. 
Surely  it  is  beyond  his  province. 

iVlr.  Balfour  Broione. 

1728*.  (To  the  Witness.)  May  I  ask  you  this, 
which  is  a  mere  question  of  fact  :  is  this  the 
instruction  of  the  House  to  Sir  William  Har- 
court's  Committee  :  "  To  consider  how  far  it 
may  be  desirable  to  modify  the  same,"  meaning 
the  water  rates  and  rents  of  the  companies  ? — 
Yes,  that  was  so. 

1729.  Under  those  circumstances,  do  you 
think,  seeing  that  in  our  view  it  is  possible  that 
Parliament  might  modify  their  rates  and  rents, 
that  that  is  a  matter  to  be  considered  by  the 
arbitrator  under  Clause  6  ? — Yes.  Of  course 
we  should  urge  before  the  arbitrator  that  Sir 
William  Harcourt's  Committee  on  that  refer- 
ence, and  after  dealing  with  all  the  facts  of  the 
case,  pointed  out  that  various  courses  might  be 
adopted.  "  It  wovild  be  possible  to  proceed  by 
regulation  of  the  powers  of  the  existing  com- 
panies. 

1730.  So  far,  I  think  we  ha  ve  dealt  sufficiently 
with  the  regulation  so  far  as  it  went  in  the  year 
1852.  There  was  some  further  regulation  under 
the  Act  of  1871,  was  there  not? — Yes,  a 
public  general  Act  was  passed  in  1871  modifying 
some  of  the  proposals  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Public  General  Act  of  1852.  The  companies 
were  placed  under  obligations  with  respect  to 
the  provision  of  a  constant  supply  in  1852.  Of 
course,  that  is  a  matter  of  general  legislation 
affecting  the  London  companies  only,  and 
thereby  differentiating  them  from  provincial 
companies,  and  that  legislation  was  altered  and 
extended  in  1871. 

1731.  We  have  dealt  sufficiently,  I  think,  with 
the  question  of  charges  and  the  probability  and 
the  possibility  of  this  being  considered  unreason- 
able. Will  you  sum  up  the  argument  or  the 
evidence  you  have  given,  from  the  reports  upon 
competition  ?  — Serjeant  Wranghara  himself  sums 
it  up  again  on  the  4th  of  May. 

Chairman. 

1732.  Are  we  going  back  to  1852  now? — Yes, 
we  are  still  on  1852. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

1733.  This  is  the  last  question,  I  think,  on 
1852? — Serjeant  Wrangham  says:  "I  have  no 
doubt  the  Committee  will  feel  that  the  public 
and  themselves  will  be  very  safe  in  the  hands  of 
a  gentleman  such  as  Mr.  Simpson,  it  being  borne 
in  mind  always  that  the  companies  are  under  the 
control,  to  a  certain  extent,  of  public  opinion  in 
these  matters  ;  that  they  are  also  under  the  con- 
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Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued, 
trol   of   that  continual  terror  of  competition, 
possibly  arising  in  case  their  rates  should  be 
pressed  too  closely,  and  with  the  knowledge  of 
this  fact  :  that  up  to  this  time  the  rating  has 
been  a  voluntary  assessment  on  our  part."  Then, 
subsequently  to  that,  Mr.  Barnes  again  refers  to 
the  question  of  what  he  called  the  "  quasi-dor- 
mant competition."    It  was  quite  clearly  in- 
tended all  through  the  proceedings  of  1852  to 
maintain  in  the  general  interests  of  the  public 
the  powers  which  had  been  built  up,  during  the 
period  I  have  already  alhided  to,  of  competition 
between  the  various  companies. 

1734.  Now,  I  think  we  may  finally  leave 
1852.  Do  you  want  to  add  anything  with 
regard  to  the  legislation  of  1871.  You  have 
already  said  it  was  confined  to  London? — I  think 
it  is  important  perhaps  as  showing,  in  the  case  of 
the  London  companies,  that  Parliament  has  over 
and  over  again  not  only  asserted,  but  exercised, 
its  absolute  ri^ht  to  interfere  with  the  London 
Water  Companies  by  control  and  regulation,  and 
by  taking  away  or  modifying  some  of  their 
statutory  powers. 

1735.  If  the  possibility  of  control  and  regu- 
lation were  excluded  from  an  arbitrator's  pur- 
view, do  you  think  that  that  would  be  unfair  to 
the  ratepayers  of  London  ? — Our  contention  is 
that  all  these  circumstances  are  so  far  relevant 
to  the  value  of  the  company's  undertakings,  not 
only  the  value,  but  the  proper  price  which  the 
ratepayers  of  London  ought  to  be  called  upon  to 
pay  for  them,  that  they  should  be  clearly  within 
the  purview  of  the  ai-bitrator ;  not  that  there 
should  be  a  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
arbitrator  was  entitled  to  have  regard  to  them  or 
could  have  regard  to  them,  but  that  it  should  be 
made  quite  clear  that  he  should. 

Chairman.^  Do  you  really  contend  for  that 
view  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Broione.']  I  do  not  quite  follow 
the  answer.  What  our  contention,  if  I  may 
make  it  clear,  is  this  :  that  I  think  it  is  right 
"  that  he  should  consider,"  not  that  he  is  to  be 
bound  by  it. 

Chairman.']  The  effect  of  the  answer  is,  as  I 
understand  it,  that  he  is  to  be  bound  by  it. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  think  not,  sir. 

Witness.]  Perhaps  I  might  explain  that  I  did 
not  intend  the  answer, in  exactly  the  sense  which 
I  think  the  right  honourable  Chairman  inter- 
prets it.  I  may  not  have  eixpi-essed  myself  quite 
sufficiently  clearly.  I  think,  if  you  follow  the 
concluding  words  of  my  answer,  it  would  be  quite 
clear  that  the  arbitrator  should  be  entitled  to 
have  regard  to  these  inatters. 

'  Mr.  Balfour  Broione. 

1736.  Let  us  put  it  perfectly  clearly.  If,  for 
instance,  he  found  that  there  were  no  pledges 
given  (suppose  that)  he  would  then  be  perfectly 
entitled  to  leave  it  Qut  of  consideration  alto- 
gether, would  he  not  ? — Certainly,  according  to 
my  view.  If  he  came  to  the  conclusion  after 
considering  this  matter,  of  course,  much  more 
fully  than  we  can  here,  that  there  was  no  ground 
for  our  contention  that  a  pledge  was  given,  then 
he  would  not  take  the  thing  into  account. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne—  continued. 

1737.  Our  whole  desire  is  that  there  should  be 
an  opportunity  of  bringing  all  these  matters  be- 
fore an  arbitrator  ?— Clearly,  and  quite  without 
question,  that  the  arbitrator  should  be  in  a  posi- 
tion to  have  regard  to  all  these  matters. 

1738.  And  what  we  are  afraid  of  is  

Mr,  Bidder.]  I  think  you  ought  to  ask  him 
what  he  is  afraid  of. 

Chairman.]  You  had  better  let  the  Witness 
finish  his  answer. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne, 

1739.  If  the  arbitrator  would  not  be  in  a  posi- 
tion to  regard  these  matters  without  an  in- 
struction, is  an  instruction  necessary  ? — -We 
think  so. 

1740.  The  Committee  appear  to  have  an  idea 
that  an  arbitrator  without  any  direction  at  all 
would  be  entitled,  at  his  own  will  and  pleasure, 
to  take  into  consideration  all  these  matters  ;  are 
you  advi=ed  that  that  is  not  so  ? — I  certainly  do 
not  think  that  that  would  be  so  at  all.  Perhaps 
I  may  endeavour  to  explain  it  by  an  illustration. 
These  companies  say,  "  Our  gross  income  is 
2,000,000/.  a  year.  That  2,000,000/.  a  year  is 
obtained  by  charging  in  every  instance  our 
maximum  rate."  I  wish  to  be  able  to  submit  to 
the  arbitrator  that,  having  regard  to  the  circum- 
stances of  1852,  it  is  not  fair  that  that  2,000,000/. 
of  income  should  be  taken  as  the  starting  point 
for  compensation.  The  arbitrator  should  have 
regard  to  the  pledges  which  were  given  in  1852; 
and  if  he  thinks  that  they  were  pledges  which  he 
ought  to  take  into  consideration,  then  he  would, 
no  doubt,  in  his  own  mind  make  some  deduction 
from  that  income  of  2,000,000/.  ;  because,  ac- 
cording to  the  pledge,  as  I  interpret  it,  the  com- 
panies ought  not  to  have  been  charging  all  this 
time  2,000,000/.  a  year,  but  they  ought  to  have 
charged  a  less  sum,  because  they  imdertook  in 
1852  to  recede  from  their  maximum  rate  "in  the 
majority  probably  of  instances." 

1741.  Take  the  simplest  case  of  all,  the 
legality  of  the  charge  which  the  company  is 
making  ;  our  contention  is  that  it  should  be  fully 
within  the  power  of  the  arbitrator  to  find  that 
either  the  charges  are  legal  or  that  they  are 
illegal  ;  is  not  that  so  ? — Yes.  May  I  say  that  I 
draw  a  complete  distinction  between  the  two 
points,  the  actual  legality  of  the  charges  made 
and  the  reasonableness  of  making  them  in  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  even  if  they  are 
legal. 

1742.  Quite ;  but  I  only  wanted  to  take  a, 
very  simple  case  to  show  that  our  contention  is 
not  to  compel  the  arbitrator  to  take  any  view, 
but  only  to  compel  him  to  consider  all  the  cir- 
cumstances ? — Yes. 

1743.  To  prevent  an  objection  being  taken 
which  would  absolutely  put  an  end  to  the  evi- 
dence being  heard  ? — As  I  understand  the  inten- 
tion of  the  council  and  my  instructions  upon  this 
matter,  it  is  not  designed  by  these  enactments  to 
fetter  or  bind  the  arbitrator,  but  to  make  it  quite 
clear  that  the  arbitrator  has  regard  (o  these 
various  considerations. 

1744.  There  is  just  one  point  that  I  want  to 
make  perfectly  clear,  because  I  think  it  is  in  the 
minds  of  one  or  two  members  of  the  Committee. 

There 


ON  THE  LAMBETH  WATER  (tKANSFER)  BILL. 


123 


28  May  1895.]  Mr.  Crimps. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued. 
There  are  some  of  these  matters  that  by  ad- 
mission an  arbitrator,  even  if  he  were  not  in- 
structed, would  consider  ;  for  instance,  take  the 
simplest  case,  the  condition  and  state  of  repairs 
of  the  reservoirs.  He  would  consider  that, 
whether  he  were  instructed  or  not,  or,  at  any 
rate,  I  think  so.  Why  do  you  put  the  instruction 
to  consider  it  in  the  clause  ? — May  I,  for  the  mo- 
ment, answer  that  question  by  reference  to  the 
case  of  the  West  Middlesex  Company  which,  I 
think,  illustrates  what  I  mean?  If  the  West 
Middlesex  Company  contend  that  they  m-iy, 
without  reference  to  these  pledges,  always  charge 
their  maximum  rate,  the  condition  of  the  water- 
works does  not  matter  the  least  in  the  world, 
because  the  West  Middlesex  Company,  if  they 
charge  the  maximum  rate,  can  charge,  we  will 
assume,  200,000/.  a  year,  that  is  their  income.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  they  cannot  charge  now  more 
than  150,000/.,  because  that  is  enough  to  pay  all 
their  charges,  and  give  them  10  per  cent,  upon 
their  dividend.  Now,  supposing  that  the  under- 
takings of  the  company  were  in  such  a  state  that 
an  additional  million  were  required  to  be  spent 
upon  the  undertaking,  the  whole  interest  of  that 
million  might,  under  the  ])resent  contention  of 
the  West  Middlesex  Company,  come  directly 
out  of  the  pockets  of  the  consumer,  and  not  affect 
the  West  Middlesex  Company  by  one  brass 
farthing  ;  because  if  they  enforced  their  maxi- 
mum rate  thi'oughout  their  Avhole  area,  they 
would  only  have  to  increase  their  rate,  and  by 
that  means  they  would  get  enough  additional  in- 
come to  pay  the  additional  expenditure,  what- 
ever it  might  be,  and  to  pay  their  10  per  cent,  in 
addition.  In  that  case  the  efficiency  of  the 
works  from  the  company's  point  of  view  would 
not  enter  into  consideration  at  all,  because,  how- 
ever inefficient  they  might  be,  the  companies 
would  contend  :  "  If  we  are  allowed  to  go  be- 
fore an  arbitrator  under  the  ordinary  system  of 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  we  shall  just  show  that 
we  can  simply,  by  raising  our  charge,  still  main- 
tain our  10  per  cent,  dividend." 

1745.  That  does,  to  some  extent,  answer  the 
question ;  but  on  a  technical  point,  supposing 
they  say,  and  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Pember, 
did  put  that  to  the  last  witness,  "  No  arbitrator 
in  his  senses  would  disregard  such  a  matter  as 
that  "  ;  even  then,  in  your  view,  is  that  instruc- 
tion absolutely  necessary,  on  the  principle  of 
cxpressio  unius  ? — I  think  so. 

1746.  That,  as  we  were  instructing  him  about 
some  things,  he  would  think  it  necessary  to  be 
instructed  on  all  the  matters  that  he  was  to  have 
regard  to? — Yes. 

1747.  Otherwise  it  would  be  argued,  would  it 
not  :  "  You  instructed  him  to  inquire  into  one 
thing.  Parliament  said  nothing  about  the  other 
thing,  and  therefore  Parliament  did  not  intend 
him  to  consider  the  other  thing  "  ? — Yes. 

1748.  Under  those  circumstances,  in  your 
view,  is  every  one  of  those  instructions  absolutely 
necessary? — I  think  they  are  all  necessary. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  I  dare  say  you  will 
allow  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Worsley  Taylor,  to 
take  up  the  matter  here,  Sir. 

Chairman.']  Certainly  ;  how  much  longer  will 
you  be  ? 
384. 
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Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  do  not  think  there  is 
very  much  more  to  ask.  , 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

1749.  (To  the  Witness.)  I  think  the  next 
matter  we  may  come  to  is  the  Royal  Commission 
which  has  been  already  referred  to,  which  sat  in 
the  year  1890.  Will  you  tell  the  Committee 
what  the  attitude  of  the  Council  was  upon  that 
matter? — I  had  the  conduct  of  the  case,  if  it 
may  be  called  a  case,  on  the  part  of  the  Council 
before  the  Royal  Commission,  and  I  think  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  misapprehension  has  arisen, 
because  it  seems  to  me  to  have  been  supposed 
that  the  London  County  Council  put  a  case 
before  the  Royal  Commission  adverse  to  the 
water  companies,  and  that  that  was  the  issue  ; 
but  that  was  not  so  at  all.  My  instructions  were 
not  to  make  out,  or  attempt  to  make  out,  any 
case  on  the  part  of  the  Council  one  way  or  the 
other.  The  Council  had  begun  their  investiga- 
tions  into  this  matter,  and  had  had  reports  made 
to  them  by  their  engineers  and  other  officers,  but 
they  had  not  adopted  them,  and  had  come  to  no 
definite  conclusion ;  and  they  regarded  the 
Royal  Commission  as  a  Commission  which  would 
elicit  information  and  take  evidence  upon  all 
matters  connected  with  the  quantity  and  quality 
of  the  water.  From  the  outset  1  was  instructed 
on  behalf  of  the  Council  to  offer  to  the  Royal 
Commission  all  the  facilities  which  I  could,  and 
to  lay  before  them  all  the  evidence  and  reports 
and  so  on  which  the  Council  possessed  on  the 
matter,  and  there  to  leave  it.  So  that  the 
Council  on  the  one  hand  made  no  case  at  all 
against  the  existing  water  companies,  and  the 
water  companies  on  the  other  hand  made  a  very 
strong  case  in  their  own  favour.  That  was  the 
position.  The  Council  regarded  the  inquiry  of 
the  Commission  as  one  for  the  purpose  of  elicit- 
ing information.  Their  attitude  was  very  clearly  - 
explained  in  the  memorandum  whicb  was  handed 
into  the  Royal  Commission. 

1750.  Was  that  memorandum  handed  in  by 
Mr.  Dickinson  ? — It  was. 

Chairman.]  I  think  it  was  suggested  by  one 
of  the  learned  counsel  that  this  Royal  Com- 
mission was  asked  for  by  the  London  County 
Council  ;  how  far  is  that  the  fact  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

1751.  I  think  it  was  asked  for  by  a  lettei',  was 
it  not? — Yes;  the  position  was  this — perhaps  it 
would  be  desirable  that  I  should  just  explain  it. 
The  London  ('ounty  Council  obtained  power  to 
expend  money  under  one  of  their  special  Acts 
in  investigating  this  water  question  preparatory 
to  dealing  with  it.  They  found  that  their 
powers  were  not  sufficient  to  enable  them  to 
get  any  information  to  assist  them  to  deal  with 
it — all  the  information  of  course  was  in  the 
hands  of  our  friends  opposite.  We  asked  the 
water  companies  for  information,  and,  perhaps 
very  naturally,  they  refused  it ;  we  asked  to  be 
allowed  to  insj)ect  their  works,  and  that  they  did 
not  like  ;  so  the  course  adopted  by  the  Council 
was  this:  Sir  John  Lubbock,  as  Chairman, 
wrote  a  letter  to  the  Government  pointing  out 
the  difficidty,  and  asking  for  the  appointment  of 
a  Royal  Commission.    I  am  not  sure  whether 
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Mr.  Worsley  Taylor — continued. 

the  letter  has  been  put  on  the  Notes.  I  do  not 
think  it  has.    The  letter  was  as  follows  

Chairman. 

1752.  Will  you  read  the  part  which  answers 
the  question  of  how  far  it  was  at  the  instance 
of  the  London  County  Council? — "That  inquiry, 
which  has  been  commenced,  has  already  con- 
vinced the  Council  that  there  are  strong  j)rimd 
facie  grounds  for  the  belief  that  the  Thames 
district  will  not  long  suffice  for  the  needs  of  the 
rapidly  growing  population,  and  that  an  addi- 
tional supply  will  soon  be  imperatively  required. 
The  Council,  however,  has  no  power  to  call 
upon  the  water  companies  or  other  independent 
bodies  or  persons  to  assist  it  in  the  inquiry,  and 
any  conclusions  to  which  it  comes  will  not 
necessarily  be  adopted  either  by  such  bodies  or 
by  the  public.  The  Council  has,  therefore,  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  in  order  to  make  such  an 
inquiry  complete  and  satisfactory  it  is  desirable 
that  it  should  be  undertaken  under  the  direction 
and  with  the  aid  of  Her  Majesty's  Grovernment. 
The  object  of  this  letter  is,  therefore,  to  request 
Her  Majesty's  Govei'nment,  in  accordance  with 
the  unanimous  resolution  of  the  Council,  to  in- 
stitute an  inquiry  whether  the  present  sources 
of  supply  of  water  are  adequate  in  quantity 
and  quality  to  the  growing  demands  of  the 
population,  and  whether  any,  and,  if  any,  what 
steps  should  be  taken  to  provide  a  better  supply. 
I  am  to  add  that,  imder  the  circumstances,  the 
Council  is  anxious  that  no  time  should  be  lost, 
and  has  therefore  expressed  a  hope  that  the  in- 
quiry which  the  Government  is  asked  to  insti- 
tute may  result  in  the  presentation  of  a  report 
before  the  close  of  the  present  Session." 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1753.  You  did  not  give  us  the  date  of  that 
letter  ?— It  is  the  12th  of  December  1890.  "  I 
send  for  your  information  a  copy  of  a  memo- 
randum laid  before  the  Council  by  the  Vice- 
Chairman,  Sir  Thomas  Farrer,  and  of  a  report 
of  the  chief  engineer  of  the  Covincil,  both  of 
which  contain  statements  and  reasons  which  it  is 
believed  will  he  found  on  perusal  to  jixstify  the 
course  which  the  Council  asks  the  Government 
to  take.  Should  your  Lordship  be  of  opinion 
that  a  conference  with  a  few  of  the  members  of 
the. Council  would  assist  you,"  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

1754.  That  was  the  request  of  the  Council. 
Now  I  think  it  will  perhaps  be  convenient,  after 
that,  if  you  were  to  refer  to  the  Reference  to 
the  Royal  Commission.  Will  you  read  the 
actual  terms  of  the  Reference  ?— The  terms  of 
the  Reference  were  these:  "Whereas  we  have 
deemed  it  expedient  that  a  Commission  should 
forthwith  issue  to  inquire  whether,  taking  into 
consideration  the  growth  of  the  population  of 
the  metropolis  and  the  districts  Avithin  the  metro- 
politan water  companies,  and  also  the  needs  of 
the  localities  not  supplied  by  any  metropolitan 
water  company,  but  within  the  watersheds  of 
the  Thames  and  the  Lea,  the  present  sources  of 
supply  of  those  companies  are  adequate  in 
quantity  and  quality,  and,  if  inadequate,  whether 
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such  supply  as  may  be  required  can  be  obtained 
within  the  watersheds  referred  to,  having  due 
regard  to  the  claims  of  the  districts  outside  the 
metropolis  but  within  those  Avatersheds,  or  will 
have  to  be  obtained  outside  the  watersheds  of 
the  Thames  and  the  Lea." 

1755.  You  have  read  now  the  letter  request- 
ing the  appointment  of  a  Ruyal  Commission  and 
the  actual  tei'ms  of  reference  ? — Yes. 

1756.  There  is  rather  an  important  distinction 
to  be  drawn  between  the  two  ;  and  I  think  that 
is  brought  out  clearly  enough  by  a  report  of 
your  Water  Committee  presented  to  the  Council,, 
which  I  shall  have  to  ask  you  to  read,  and  I 
think  it  will  be  most  convenient  to  refer  to  it 
now. 

Mr.  Bidder.^  Will  you  give  us  the  date  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. '\  Yes  ;  it  is  the  12th  of 
February  1895. 

Witness.']  I  may  perhaps  say  that  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  evidence  this  report  would  have 
been  more  naturally  given  by  the  Chairman  of 
the  Water  Committee  of  the  Council,  who  has 
had  charge  of  this  matter  during  the  last  three 
years ;  but  perhaps  it  would  be  convenient,  as 
it  is  only  a  report,  that  it  should  be  put  on  the 
Notes. 

1757.  You  mean  Mr.  Bassett  Hopkins,  whom 
we  had  proposed  to  call  first  ? — Yes.  This  re- 
port, which  was  made  by  the  Water  Committee 
on  the  1st  of  February  to  the  Council,  sums  up 
the  whole  matter — that  is  to  sa3',  the  views  of 
the  Council  on  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Com- 
mission after  they  had  had  it  under  consideration 
for  some  time :  "  The  Report  of  the  recent 
Royal  Commission  on  the  Water  Supply  of  the 
Metropolis  has  now  been  in  the  hands  of  the 
Council  for  more  than  a  year.  We  have  been 
engaged  in  considering  this  report,  together  with 
the  evidence  laid  before  the  Commission  and  the 
Appendices  to  the  Report  and  Evidence."  Then 
they  refer  to  the  reports  which  they  had  had,  and 
go  on  :  "  We  acknowledge  the  great  importance 
to  London  of  the  evidence  collected  by  the  Royal 
Commission.  But  we  do  not  consider  that  the 
main  suggestions  of  the  report  are  likely  to 
afford  a  final  and  satisfactory  settlement  of  the 
London  water  question,  and  we  propose  to  state 
some  of  the  reasons  which  led  us  to  this  conclu- 
sion. The  reports  and  memorandum  already 
mentioned  call  attention  to  the  limited  nature  of 
the  reference  to  the  Royal  Commission.  They 
were  to  inquire,"  and  then  they  set  out  the 
terms  of  reference  :  "  Those  terras  of  reference 
practically  limited  the  commissioners  to  the 
question  whether  further  utilisation  of  the 
present  sources  formed  a  possible  solution  of 
the  difficulty,  and  precluded  them  from  going 
on  to  inquire  whether  that  was  the  best  possible 
solution.  The  Commission  could  not  and  did 
not  inquire  (1)  whether  a  supply  could  be  ob- 
tained outside  the  present  source  which  would 
be  (a)  better  in  quality  than  the  present  supply; 
and  (b)  more  likely  to  remain  free  from  dete- 
rioration in  the  future.  Nor  (2)  whether  such 
supply  Avould  be  more  ample  in  quantity  than 
the  present  source  could  afford,  and  so  capable 
of  sufficing  for  a  longer  period  of  years.  Nor 
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Mr.  Worsley  Taylor — continued. 
(3)  as  to  the  relative  cost  of  the  two  sources. 
Nor  (4)  as  to  the  possible  sources  outside,  and 
the  probability  of  their  being  occupied  by  other 
towns  if  London  delayed.  The  terms  of  reference, 
therefore,  excluded  the  vital  question,  whether, 
having  regard  to  the  whole  of  these  important  con- 
siderations, it  would  be  wiser  to  adhere  to  and 
develop  the  existing  sources  or  to  go  outside  or  to 
adopt  to  some  extent  a  combination  of  the  two 
methods  of  supply.  The  subject  of  the  refer- 
ence was  of  such  magnitude  that  it  was  possibly 
well  that  the  enquiry  should  have  been  limited 
as  indicated,  and 'those  who  framed  the  reference 
to  the  Commission,  no  doubt,  had  in  view  that 
it  would  rest  with  the  people  of  London,  or 
their  elected  representatives,  to  decide,  having 
regard  to  the  facts  elicited  by  the  Commission, 
what  course  would  be  ultimately  taken." 

1758.  I  think  we  need  not  read  more  at  pre- 
sent. Do  those  passages,  Avhlch  you  have  read 
from  that  report,  bring  out  the  distinction 
between  the  letter  of  Sir  John  Lubbock  and 
the  actual  terms  of  reference  ?— Yes  ;  but  they 
go  a  little  further  even  than  that,  because  I  do 
not  think  Sir  John  Lubbock's  letter  quite  asked 
that  a  Commission  should  be  appointed  having 
such  a  large  field  of  enquiry  as  that  which  is 
suggested  in  the  report. 

1759.  The  whole  of  that  report  will  go  on  the 
notes  of  couroe— it  has  not  been  yet  put  on  ? — 
No,  the  water  companies  have  it  before  them. 
— (  The  Report  was  handed  in,  vide  Appendix). 

1760.  The  rest  is  largely  if  not  exclusively 
engineering,  as  to  which  you  are  not  responsible  ? 
— -That  is  so. 

1761.  I  will  ask  you  to  call  attention  to  the 
summary  at  the  end  which  begins :  "  For  the 
foregoing  reasons  we  ask  the  council  to  pass  the 
following  resolutions?  —  The  resolutions  are 
these:  "(1)  That  the  council  is  of  opinion  that 
the  scheme  for  a  system  of  storage  reservoirs, 
presented  to  the  Royal  Commission  on  water 
supply"* by  the  water  companies,  coupled  with 
the  proposal  to  abstract  large  additional  quan- 
tities of  water  from  the  rivers  is  not  the  proper 
method  of  meeting  the  future  wants  of  London." 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1762.  What  are  you  reading  from  now? — I 
am  reading  from  the  Report  of  the  Water  Com- 
mittee of  tbe  Council,  dated  the  1st  of  February 
1895,  which  was  adopted  by  the  London  County 
Council  on  the  12th  of  February.  Recom- 
mendation No.  2  is,  "  That  any  further  capital 
expenditure  on  works  in  the  Thames  and  Lea 
valleys  for  the  supply  of  London  should  be 
regarded  as  of  a  temporary  character,  and  should 
be  restricted  to  such  improvements  as  may  be 
for  the  time  indispensible."  And  (3)  as  "  That 
the  true  solution  of  the  problem  is  the  obtaining 
of  the  necessary  additional  supplies  from  a  purer 
source,  and  that  accordingly  the  water  Com- 
mittee be  instructed  to  proceed  with  the  pre- 
paration of  a  scheme  to  be  presented  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Council  as  soon  as  possible 
with  a  view  to  application  to  Parliament  for  the 
necessary  powers." 

1763.  I  think  that  is  all  I  need  ask  you  upon 
that  matter.    Now  I  want  to  refer  shortly  to  one 
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or  two  points  which-  have  been  referred  to 
incidentally  in  cross-examination.  It  has  been 
suggested  that  it  would  be  advisable  to  have, 
instead  of  the  Council  (with,  of  course,  the  as- 
sistance of  the  City),  something  in  the  nature  of 
a  trust  or  commission.  Will  you  give  the  Com- 
mittee your  view  upon  that  matter. 

Chairman.^  But  we  decided  that  we  would 
not  go  into  that. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

1764.  Very  well,  Sir  (To  the  Witness.).  Then 
another  question  which  was  raised  was  as  to  why 
you  have  proceeded  by  eight  Bills  when  you 
might  have  gone  by  one  Bill.  What  was  the 
reason  why  you  decided  in  favour  of  eight  ? — As 
Mr.  Charles  Harrison  has  explained  first  of  all, 
the  great  differences  which  exist  between  these 
companies  ;  but,  of  course,  I  considered  it  rather 
from  the  technical  point  of  view  as  regards  the 
probability  or  possibility  of  getting  something 
effective  done  within  the  limits  of  one  Session 
of  Parliament.  There  are  so  many  totally 
different  questions  of  a  very  wide  character 
which  are  involved  in  the  cases  of  these  difi'erent 
companies,  that,  in  my  opinion,  to  have  grouped 
the  whole  of  these  eight  companies  together  in 
the  form  of  a  single  Bill  would  have  rendered  it 
quite  impracticable  to  deal  with  these  matters 
within  the  limits  of  any  Session.  I  think  I  have 
already  shortly  alluded  to  them  ;  but  take  this 
one  point :  We  are  now  dealing  with  practically 
a  quarter  of  London — the  south-west  corner, 
and  we  have  brought  about  that  which  we  ahvays 
expected  we  should  bring  about — an  arrange- 
ment not  only  with  the  Surrey  County  Council, 
but  with  all  the  district  cormcils  and  authorities 
outside  London.  That  is  the  case  as  regards 
Surrey.  Now  we  are  very  far  from  any  ar- 
rangement of  that  kind  at  present  in  the  north 
of  London.  As  regards  the  Kent  district,  we 
think  that  we  shall,  no  doubt,  come  to  an 
arrangement  which  is  in  a  fair  condition  of 
progress.  Taking  the  East  London  district, 
the  whole  arrangements  probably  between  the 
London  County  Council  and  the  county  of 
Essex  and  the  urban  authorities  will  be  of  a 
difl^erent  character  to  those 'here.  It  has  been 
already  intimated  that  the  Council  will  be  quite 
prepared  to  deal  with  all  those  cases  generally 
on  the  same  principles  as  those  which  are 
embodied  in  our  arrangement  wdth  Surrey.  But 
thei'e  is  an  enormous  mass  of  detail  involved 
in  all  these  arrangements,  and  devoting  our 
most  anxious  consideration  to  the  Surrey  ques- 
tion, that  alone  has  occupied  us  up  to  the  present 
time.  Then  if  you  take  the  Hertfordshire 
district — the  point  which  has  been  already 
mentioned — the  Hertfordshire  County  Council 
and  all  the  people  of  Hertfordshire  too,  declare 
that  Hertfordshire  is  being  ruined  by  the 
draught  of  water  taken  by  means  of  the  New 
River  ;  and  when  we  come  to  deal  with  that 
we  shall  have  to  face  the  question  which  is 
raised  on  the  Hertfordshire  petition — that  irre- 
spective of  the  statutory  powers  which  we  are 
going  to  take  from  the  New  River  Company  we 
should  be  limited  in  the  amount  of  water  to  be 
derived  from  Hertfordshire.    That  is  a  question 
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which  may  result  in  a  settlement  or,  more  likely 
as  I  thought  when  the  Bills  were  prepared,  would 
mean  a  very  long  and  difficult  inquiry.  Geo- 
logical questions  and  water  questions  are 
involved,  which  may  occupy  a  very  long  time. 

1765.  So  that,  as  I  understand  you,  here  you 
have  two  districts  which  you  can  conveniently 
group  together,  the  circumstances  of  which  are 
very  similar,  and  wliich  therefore,  as  a  matter  of 
procedure,  you  can  take  together?  -  Yes. 

1766.  Which  would  not  apply  to  the  rest? — 
No ;  we  have  a  compact  area  bounded  by  the 
Thames  on  the  north,  and  by  a  line  practically 
north  and  south  through  the  centre  of  south 
London  on  that  side  ;  and  that  is  in  itself  a 
very  large  undertaking,  as  large  or  larger,  I 
suppose,  than  the  undertakings  of  any  one  of 
the  provincial  municipalities.  Mr.  Binnie  will 
give  evidence,  but  the  Council  are  advised  that 
it  is  capable  of  being  worked  just  as  it  is  at 
present  by  the  undertaking  of  the  two  companies, 
subject  of  course  to  such  supplement  as  may  be 
rennired.  In  fact  the  incidental  questions  here 
are  rather  reduced  to  a  minimum,  and  therefore 
the  case  is  one  within  jn-actical  limits,  and  one 
with  which  we  hope  we  may  be  able  to  deal 
within  the  limits  of  one  Session.  I  thought,  I 
may  say,  that  taking  the  cases  in  that  way  would 
result  in  a  great  saving  of  expense  to  all  the 
parties  concerned  ;  because  I  cannot  see  any 
reason  why  Hertfordshire,  which  has  its  own 
peculiar  views,  or  why  Essex  or  Kent  should 
concern  themselves  in  the  arrangements  which 
are  made  here  between  London  and  Surrey.  I 
know  they  have  thought  it  right  to  be  repre- 
sented, and  of  course  we  do  not  complain  of 
that  ;  but  I  thought  would  be  unnecessary,  and 
that  expense  might  be  saved  to  them  by  the 
course  we  have  adopted  of  proceeding  Avith  the 
Bills  separately. 

1767.  Then  shortly  I  understand  that  in  your 
view,  at  all  events,  it  is  for  the  convenience  of 
everybody  concerned  that  the  Bills  should  be 
dealt  with  in  this  way  ?—  -Yes  ;  and  if  you  will 
remember  in  1880,  when  Mr.  Smith  made  a  very 
skirmishing  attempt  to  deal  with  all  the  com- 
panies, he  was  under  examination  himself  for 
about  eight  days— it  killed  the  poor  man  ulti- 
mately ;  and  it  is  an  enormous  task  to  attempt 
to  deal  with  all  these  companies,  and  keep  all 
their  various  concerns  and  ramifications  in  one's 
head  at  the  same  time. 

1768.  Looking  at  the  other  side  of  it,  and 
having  regard  to  what  has  been  said  and  the 
express  declaration  which  have  been  made  as  to 
the  views  of  the  Council  and  the  fact  that  the 
vai'ious  water  companies  are  here  in  this  room 
taking  part  in  this  discussion,  do  you  see  that 
they  are  in  any  way  prejudiced  by  the  fact  of 
these  two  Bills  being  taken  first  ? — -No,  I  think 
it  is  most  convenient  for  all  parties,  and  I  hope 
the  Committee  will  think  so  also. 

1769.  I  do  not  want  to  take  you  into  the 
various  details  of  these  Bills  at  this  stage,  but 
have  you  carefully  considered  them,  and  are  you 
willing  to  go,  if  my  learned  friends  want  to  take 
you  into  them,  into  the  various  details  ? — I  am 
responsible  for  all  the  clauses  of  the  Bill,  and  I 
think  that  if  the  preamble  pacses  they  will  con- 
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veniently  and  practically  and  fairly  carry  out 
the  general  scheme. 

1770.  There  is  only  one  matter  of  detail  I 
would  ask  you  to  say  a  word  about.  It  was  sug- 
gested, but  there  might  be  some  difficulty  as  to 
the  payment  in  case  the  undertakings  are  trans- 
ferred to  you,  it  was  suggested  that  the  powers 
providing  for  that  should  be  put  into  these  par- 
ticular Bills  :  what  do  you  say  to  that  ?— That 
is  a  very  technical  subject,  because  the  London 
County  Council  in  its  applications  to  Parliament 
for  powers  to  raise  money,  is  governed  by,  not 
only  a  special  series  of  Standing  Orders  but  by 
special  arrangements  with  the  Grovernment.  Of 
course  the  Council  ai'e  not  willing  to  purchase 
these  undertakings  upon  the  ordinary  basis  of 
having  to  provide  for  the  repayment  of  the 
money  raised  wi|:hin  a  period  of  60  years — they 
think  they  ought  to  have  at  least  100  years  for 
the  purpose.  The  Standing  Orders  of  the 
House  of  Commons  are  so  framed — 

Mr.  Bidder.']  Surely  that  is  a  question  of 
clauses,  not  of  preamble. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  Very  well.  I  only 
wanted  to  clear  it  up  because  it  was  raised. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  On  the  discussion  of  a  preamble 
to  say  whether  if  the  Bill  is  to  be  passed  there 
should  be  a  sinking  fund  of  60  or  100  years,  is 
wasting  time. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  Very  well,  I  will  not 
go  into  it. 

Cross-Examined  by  Mr.  Bidder. 

1771.  You  have  given  me  such  a  wealth  of 
material  that  I  hardly  know  where  to  begin  ; 
but  before  I  forget  it,  let  me  take  up  the  ques- 
tion of  the  Royal  Commission  which  you  spoke 
of.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say  that  the  London 
County  Council — and  I  take  it  here  that  we  may 
regard  you  for  this  purpose  as  the  spokesman  of 
the  London  County  Council  ? — Yes. 

1772.  That  the  London  County  Council  were 
not  satisfied  with  the  Royal  Commission  as 
appointed  ?— No,  they  were  quite  satisfied  witli 
it. 

1773.  Am  I  right  that  substantially  the 
appointment  of  the  Commission  followed  the 
request  in  Sir  John  Lubbock's  letter? — Sub- 
stantially I  think  you  may  say  so. 

1774.  And  omitted  nothing  which  he  asked  to 
be  included  ? — No,  I  think  not,  substantially. 

1775.  And  I  think  you  yourself  told  Parlia- 
ment in  1892,  when  I  had  the  honour  of  cross- 
examining  you,  that  you  were  thoroughly  satis- 
fied. On  Sir  Joseph  Pease's  Committee  in  1892. 
I  see  I  cross-examined  you  on  the  24th  May, 
and  at  Question  381,  I  seemed  to  have  suogested 
— I  do  not  know  vv^hy — this,  "  It  really  practi- 
cally comes  to  this  :  We  heard  yesterday  that 
the  County  Council  had  no  confidence  in  any 
arbitrator  ;  it  now  appears  that  they  have  no 
confidence  in  the  Royal  Commission."  To  which 
you  answered,  "  Well,  I  was  not  aware  that  you 
heard  that  even  I  assume  that  they  have  great 
confidence  in  a  Royal  Commission.  It  was  the 
very  suggestion  which  the  County  Council  made 
themselves.    (Q.)  At  any  rate,  they  have  not 
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sufficient  confidence  in  the  Royal  Commission  to 
trust  to  its  conclusions  arrived  at  independently  ? 
—  That  I  would  rather  you  asked  the  County 
Council,  but  if  you  ask  me  to  give  my  impression 
of  their  views,  I  should  say  that  they  were 
thoroughly  watisfied  with  the  appointment  of  the 
Royal  Commission.  (Q.)  And  content  to  abide 
by  its  conclusions  ? — No  doubt."  Now  that  is 
after  the  Royal  Commission  had  been  appointed  ? 
—Yes. 

1776.  And  further  than  that,  I  see  to  Ques- 
tion 318  you  gave  an  answer  which  is  rather  a 
long  one  :   "  I  do  not  myself  contemplate  the 
possibility  of  the  Royal  Commission  reporting 
before  next  winter.    Therefore,  supposing  they 
were  able  to  report  that  some  additional  supply 
of  water  was  really  necessary,  supposing  they 
report  that  there  is  really  not  enough  water  for 
the  future  ;  that  it  is  not  adequate,  and  that 
steps  ought  to  be  taken  at  once  to  remedy  the 
deficiency — which  is  quite  possible,  of  course — 
supposing  they  did  that,  the  report  would  not  be 
out  in  time  for  the  introduction  of  a  Bill  in  the 
Session  of  181^3  ;  so  that  notices  could  only  be 
given  in  the  autumn  of  1893  for  the  introduction 
of  a  Bill  of  this  kind  in  the  Session  of  1894; 
and.  of  course  even  in  the  Session  of  1894  very 
likely  if  this  Bill  is  postponed  till  then,  it  will 
meet  with  just  the  same  opposition  as  it  en- 
counters now,  and  it  is  quite  possible  it  might 
not  even  pass  then  ;  it  might  be  postponed  until 
1895.    Then  it  could  not  get  the  Royal  Assent 
until  some  time  about  July  or  August  1895,  and 
it  would  not  be  possible  for  the  London  County 
Council  to  prepare  for  the  introduction  of  any 
Bill  in  Parliament  in  the  Session  of  1896 — they 
would  have  to  wait  till  the  autumn  of  1896  to 
give  their  notices,  so  that  it  might  be  1897 — and 
probably  it  would  be  1897  before  any  Bill  could 
be  introduced  into   Parliament  if  this  power 
which  is  now  sought  were  postponed,  until  after 
the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission."  Then 
you  added,  and  I  draw  your  particular  attention 
to  these  words  :  "  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
Royal  Commission  should  report  that  there  is 
Dlenty  of  water  no  harm  would  be  done,  because 
)f  course  there  would  be  an  end  of  the  matter." 
Do  you  notice  those  words  ? — I  see  from  the 
proceedings  here  that  I  gave  you  that  answer. 

1777.  Now  follow  me.  The  Royal  Commis- 
sion have  reported  that  there  is  plenty  of 
vater,  and  not  only  so,  but  that  it  is  of  a  very 
ligh  quality.  Why  is  that  not  an  end  of  the 
natter  ? — First  of  all  you  must  not  take  me  as 
issenting  to  the  evidence  which  you  are  giving. 

1778.  I  beg  your  pardon  ;  I  am  giving  no 
svidence.  I  put  it  to  you  :  Is  not  the  Report 
)f  the  Royal  Commission,  that  as  to  the  quality 
)f  water  and  as  to  quantity,  if  certain  works 
ire  constructed,  it  is  adequate.  Must  I  read 
igain  those  famous  passages  ? — :Yes.  I  do  not 
[uite  agree  with  you  in  your  interpretation  of 
he  Report  of  the  Koyal  Commissions  as  affect- 
ng  these  two  companies.  I  think  it  is  quite 
lear  that  the  Royal  Commission  in  relation  to 
hese  companies  state  to  our  minds  that  the  pro- 
'ision  for  storage  and  filtration  is  quite  inade- 
|uate;  and  they  suggest  a  scheme' in  order  to 
eraedy  that   and  other  difficulties,  which  the 
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London  County  Council  are  advised  will  be  a 
scheme  of  an  enormously  costly  character,  and 
which  it  certainly  seems  to  me  would  be  exceed- 
ingly difficult  to  carry  out.  So  that  I  do  not 
quite  assent  to  the  foundation  upon  which  you 
based  your  question. 

1779.  Then  if  you  do  not  assent  we  must  lay 
our  foundation  a  little  more  firmly.  The  answer 
I  read  to  the  Committee  Avas  that  there  were 
two  alternatives.  First,  that  this  Royal  Com- 
mission, whom  you  were  thoroughly  satisfied 
with,  might  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there 
was  not  an  adequate  supply  of  water,  in  which 
case  you  were  indicating  to  the  Committee  that 
it  would  be  necessary  for  the  London  County 
Council  to  come  to  Parliament  for  a  Bill  for  a 
new  water  supply,  and  you  described  the  delays 
and  the  time  which  would  elapse  before  that  Bill 
would  become  an  Act?— Yes. 

1780.  Then  you  dealt  with  the  other  alterna- 
tive. You  said,  on  the  other  hand,  if  they  made 
a  report  that  there  is  plenty  of  water,  there  is 
an  end  of  the  mattei*.  Now  I  gather  you  object 
to  my  putting  it  inferentially  that  the  Royal 
Commission  have  reported  there  is  plenty  of 
water.  I  am  almost  ashamed  to  put  it  again, 
but  have  you  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commis- 
sion before  you  ?  -  No,  I  know  it. 

1781.  First,  there  is  paragraph  178,  which  I 
will  not  read,  as  to  quality.  Then,  overleaf, 
there  is  paragraph  1 82,  in  Avhich  they  say,  as  to 
quantity,  that  by  the  construction  of  storage 
reservoirs  at  no  great  distance  above  the  intakes 
it  will  be  possible  to  obtain  an  average  daily 
supply  of  300  million  gallons,  without  taking  in 
any  objectionable  part  of  the  flood  water.  In 
the  fiice  of  those  paragraphs  in  the  Report  of  the 
Royal  Commission,  do  you  tell  the  Committee 
that  you  do  not  admit  that  they  reported  that 
there  was  an  adequate  supply  of  water  to  be  got 
from  the  Thames  Valley  ? — Yes. 

1782.  Very  well,  then  1  cannot  carry  it  fur- 
ther ? — I  do  not  interpret  the  Report  of  the 
Royal  Commission  in  that  sense  myself ;  but,  of 
course,  they  are  perhaps  rather  engineering 
questions. 

1783.  No,  it  is  not  an  engineering  question,  it 
is  a  question  of  plain  English.  I  will  read  you 
one  more,  and  see  if  after  that  you  will  still 
occupy  your  position.  Paragraph  103  says, 
"  From  the  sources  and  by  the  methods  we  have 
mentioned  "  (all,  remember,  in  the  Valley  of  the 
Thames)  "a  daily  supply  of  420  million  gallons 
can,  in  our  opinion,  be  obtained..  This  is  a  suf- 
ficient quantity  to  supply  35  gallons  per  head  to 
a  population  of  12  million  persons,  which  is 
about  three-quarters  of  a  million  in  excess  of 
what  the  total  population  of  greater  London, 
together  with  the  outlying  parts,  will  ever  become 
in  1931." 

1784.  Even  if  the  ratio  of  increase  in  the 
decennial  period  from  1881  to  1891  is  fully  main- 
tained, and  having  read  that  paragraph,  do  you 
still  say  that  you  do  not  admit  that  the  Royal 
Commission  reported  that  there  was  a  sufficient 
supply  of  water  ? — Yes,  I  say  that  paragraph 
183,  which  you  are  reading,  refers  to  a  daily 
supply.  "  From  the  sources,  and  by  the  methods 
we  have  mentioned."    It  was  not  referred  to  the 
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Royal  Commission  to  report  whether  those 
sources  and  those  methods  wei-e  the  best  which 
could  be  resorted  to. 

1785.  I  quite  agree  with  you.  I  am  not  sug- 
gesting that.  I  will  assume  that  it  is  quite  con- 
sistent with  this  report  that  there  might  be  a 
supply  of  water  somewhere  else  of  10  times  the 
quantity  and  50  times  the  purity  ;  but  do  you 
represent,  having  read  those  paragraphs,  that,  to 
use  your  own  language  of  1892,  "  They  do  not 
repoi't  that  there  was  an  adequate  supply  of 
water  "  ? — I  doubt  very  much  indeed,  first  of  all, 
whether  by  the  methods  they  have  mentioned 
they  mean  the  scheme  of  storage  reservoirs  at 
Staines.  I  doubt  very  much  whether  it  can  be 
shown  that  by  those  methods  a  sufficient  quan- 
tity of  water,  taking  the  mere  question  of  quan- 
tity, for  the  future  can  be  obtained  ;  but  I  do 
not  want  to  criticise  what  is  an  engineering- 
question. 

1786.  I  am  not  asking  you  whether  you  con- 
sider that  it  can  be  shown  as  an  engineering 
question  whether  there  is  an  adequate  supply. 
I  am  asking  you  whether,  in  the  language  of 
your  evidence  in  1892,  the  Koyal  Commission 
did,  or  did  not,  report  that  there  was  plenty  of 
water  ? — You  are  referring  to  evidence  which 
was  given  with  reference  to  quite  a  different 
question. 

1787.  I  am  referring  to  no  evidence  ;  I  am 
referring  to  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commis- 
sion, and  I  ask  you  whether,  in  the  face  of  that 
report,  you  tell  the  Committee  that  the  Royal 
Commission  have  reported  that  there  was  not 
plenty  of  water  ? — In  the  sense  that  I  attach  to 
it,  I  do. 

1788.  In  what  sense? — What  the  Commission 
have  reported  is  this  :  They  have  calculated,  of 
course,  the  extent  of  water  which  falls  in  the 
Thames  Valley,  and  the  number  of  gallons  which 
come  down  the  Thames,  and  they  say  that  by 
the  methods  which  they  indicate  a  certain  num- 
ber of  gallons  can  be  obtained.  That  I  suppose 
is  a  mere  matter  of  calculation  to  which  every- 
body will  agree. 

1789.  And  they  go  on  to  say  that  that  quan- 
tity is  a  sufficient  quantity  to  supply  a  certain 
population  ? — We  can  easily  do  the  sum  ;  even  I 
can  do  that,  420,000,000  gallons  a  day  is  enough 
to  supply  35  gallons  a  head  to  12,000,000 
people  ;  but  first  of  all  you  have  to  bear  in  mind 
what  no  doubt  was  not  discussed  before  the 
Royal  Commission  at  all,  that  every  time  when 
these  companies  have  sought  power  to  take 
more  water  from  the  Thames,  it  has  been 
refused. 

1790.  Forgive  me,  you  are  not  answering  my 
question,  but  going  to  something  else.  I  am  on 
the  question  of  whether  the  Royal  Commission 
did,  or  did  not,  report  that  there  was  plenty  of 
water:  you  may  say  the  Royal  Commission  was 
stupid  or  anything  you  like,  but  I  am  simply  on 
the  question  of  fact.  Do  you  really  mean  to  con- 
tend before  this  Committee  that  they  did  not  so 
report? — What  they  reported  was  perfectly 
clear,  that  420,000,000  gallons  in  point  of  cal- 
culation could,  in  their  opinion,  be  obtained  from 
the  sources  and  by  the  methods  Avhich  they  men- 
tioned. 
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1791.  Then  you  surely  admit  that  that  quan- 
tity of  water  is  plenty  ? — No,  I  think  that  that 
is  a  mere  calculation  ;  it  does  not  say  that  Par- 
liament will  authorise  the  abstraction  of  that 
further  quantity  of  water  fi-om  the  Thames,  nor 
does  it  say  that  the  people  interested  in  the 
Thames  Valley  will  assent  to  it,  nor  does  it  say 
that  the  methods  they  have  mentioned  are  prac- 
ticable. It  is  a  mere  matter  of  calculation ;  it 
is  useful  information,  of  course  ;  but  it  does  not, 
as  the  Committee  of  the  London  County  Coun- 
cil state  in  their  report,  conclude  the  question  as 
to  whether  that  is  the  best  method  of  dealing 
with  the  water  question. 

1792.  I  never  suggested  that  it  did.  I  am 
simply  on  the  plain  question  whether  the  Royal 
Commission  did  not,  in  your  own  words,  report 
that  there  was  plenty  of  water  out  of  the  water- 
shed of  the  Thames  and  the  Lea  ? — As  I  inter- 
pret the  terms  of  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Com- 
mission. You  are  putting  the  question  to  me  in 
a  form  which  it  is  difficult  for  me  to  answer  ;  it 
is  an  ingenious  question. 

1793.  Certainly,  it  is  my  business  ? — As  I  read 
the  report  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  a  certain 
number  of  gallons  of  water  from  ceitain  sources 
which  they  indicate,  and  by  certain  methods 
which  they  mention,  can  be  obtained,  and  that 
that  number  of  gallons  is  enough  to  give  35 
gallons  a  head  to  a  population  of  12,000,000 
persons. 

1794.  Then  why,  in  your  own  language,  is 
there  not  an  end  of  that  matter ;  why  does  not 
the  London  County  Council  accejDt  that  Report 
of  the  Royal  Commission,  which  they  asked  for 
and  are  satisfied  with? — No  one  has  accepted  it. 
The  London  companies  have  refused  it  them- 
selves. If  the  companies  had  brought  in  a  Bill 
immediately  after  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Com- 
mission to  do  this,  then  I  have  not  the  least 
doubt  the  companies  would  have  met  with  the 
opposition  that  they  have  always  met  with. 

1795.  I  cannot  see  how  that  is  answering  my 
question.  I  ask  you,  why  is  not  the  London 
County  Council  not  accepting  the  Report  of  the 
Royal  Commission  ?  —  The  London  County 
Council  has  accepted  the  Report  of  the  Royal 
Commission,  and  is  very  much  indebted  to  the 
Royal  Commission  for  the  Report. 

1796.  Then,  if  they  have  accepted  it,  and, 
using  your  own  language  in  1 892,  there  is  an  end 
of  the  matter,  what  do  you  mean  by  introducing 
into  Clause  6,  as  one  of  the  instructions  to  the 
arbitrator,  that  he  is  to  consider  the  probable 
necessity  for  the  introduction  of  a  new  source  of 
supply  ?— Because  the  arbitrator  will,  no  doubt, 
have  very  careful  regard  to  the  Report  of  this 
Royal  Commission ;  we  are  very  anxious  that  he 
should ;  and  when  that  report  is  thoroughly  con- 
sidered and  appreciated,  and  all  the  bearings  of 
this  question  are  thoroughly  examined,  I  think 
it  will  be  seen  that  it  really  leaves  open  no  solu- 
tion of  this  question  other  than  the  ultimate  in- 
troduction of  water  from  a  new  source. 

1797.  How  is  it  consistent  with  accepting  the 
Report  of  this  Commission,  when  they  have  re- 
ported that  there  is  no  necessity  to  go  to  another 
new  source,  that  you  should  direct  the  arbitrator 
to  consider,  not  the  possible,  but  the  probable 

necessity 
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Mr.  Bidder  — continued. 
necessity  of  tlie  future  introduction  of  a  new 
source  of  supply  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  Where  do  you  find  that 
recommendation  of  the  Koyal  Commission,  that 
it  is  not  necessary  to  go  to  a  new  source,  using 

new  source  "  in  the  sense  you  are  now  using  it  ? 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1798.  Ff'-rgive  me  ;  I  have  had  that  out  with 
Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  and  I  do  not  think  I  will 
have  it  out  with  you  in  the  middle  of  Mr.  Cripps' 
cross-examination.  (To  the  Witness)  :  I  ask 
you,  in  the  face  of  that  report,  how  you  justify 
directing  an  arbitrator  to  have  regard  to  the 
probable  necessity.  You  settle  it  in  your  favour 
on  the  face  of  the  Bill  that  it  is  probable  ? — 
First  of  all,  I  suppose,  you  will  admit  this  :  that 
the  Royal  Commission  indicated  the  necessity  of 
a  new  intake  ? 

1799.  I  do  not  admit  anything  of  the  kind  ; 
perhaps  you  will  show  me  where.  I  had  that  out 
with  Mr.  Charles  Harrison  ;  he  made  the  same 
statement,  and  was  unable  to  prove  it ;  perhaps 
you  will  show  me  where  the  Royal  Commission 
indicate  the  necessity  for  a  new  intake  ? — 
"  From  the  sources  and  by  the  methods  we  have 
mentioned  a  daily  supply  of  420,000,000  gallons 
can,  in  our  opinion,  be  obtained." 

1 800.  That  does  not  say  anything  about  new 
intake  ? — But  it  is  dealt  with  before.  What  do 
you  imagine  "  the  methods  we  have  mentioned  " 
means  ? 

1801.  Will  you  kindly  point  to  any  words  in 
that  report  which  suggest  the  necessity  of  a  new 
intake  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  Look  at  paragraph  182. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  You  give  up  183,  do  you  ? 

Ifitness.]  No,  I  do  not,  at  all.  Paragraph  182, 
the  paragraph  before,  says  :  "  We  are  of  opinion 
that  by  the  construction  of  storage  reservoirs  in 
the  Thames  Valley,  at  no  great  distance  above 
the  intakes  of  the  companies,  it  will  be  possible 
to  obtain  an  average  daily  supply  of  300,000,000 
gallons."  The  earlier  paragraphs  of  the  report 
show  exactly  what  they  there  refer  to.  Cer- 
tainly it  was  after  Mr.  Binnie  had  explained  the 
matter  to  the  Royal  Commission  to  some  extent 
that  the  companies  themselves  admit  that  their 
existing  sources  of  supply  were  inadequate  ; 
they  set  to  work  to  see  what  they  could  suggest, 
and  they  put  forward  several  schemes,  which 
were  all  condemned  by  the  Royal  Commission 
except  Mr.  Hunter's  scheme,  and  even  that  the 
Commission  did  not  recommend  at  all  ;  they  only 
said  that  it  is  the  best  of  the  schemes  submitted 
to  them.  That  scheme  involved  the  construc- 
tion of  storage  reservoirs  at  Staines,  a  consider- 
able distance  above  the  intakes  of  the  companies. 
I  cannot  suppose  that  it  was  intended  that  the 
water  should  be  taken  where  it  is  now,  and  should 
then  run  up-hill  again  to  Staines ;  they  must 
have  intended  that  the  water  should  be  taken 
out  of  the  Thames  into  the  reservoirs  at  Staines. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1802.  We  all  know,  and  it  says  so,  that  that 
refers  to  providing  additional  supplies  of  water 
by  storage  reservoirs  at  Staines  ;  but  where  is 
the  suggestion  that  the  companies  must  move 

384. 


Mr.  Bidder — continued. 

their  present  intakes  ? — Jiecause  the  only  sources 
and  the  only  methods  by  which  the  Royal  Com- 
mission say  a  daily  supply  to  that  extent  can 
be  obtained  are  the  sources  and  methods  which 
the  Royal  Commission  themselves  have  indicated. 

1803.  That  is  an  additional  supply  by  storage  ; 
but  where  does  it  suggest  that  they  have  got  to 
alter  their  intakes.  Of  course,  it  is  obvious 
that  water  stored  in  a  reservoir  will  be  brought 
from  the  reservoir  in  a  pipe,  and  will  not  go  back 
to  the  Thames,  that  is  palpable  ;  but  where  do 
you  say  that  it  is  suggested  that  the  company 
have  to  alter  their  intakes  ? — I  am  assuming,  of 
course,  that  it  there  was  a  storage  reservoir  at 
Staines,  it  would  be  designed  to  take  the  water 
out  at  Staines. 

1804.  I  quite  agree  with  you  that  if  you  have 
water  stored  at  Staines  you  will  bring  it  away  in 
a  pipe  ;  but  that  is  additional  supply.  But  the 
present  supply  is  taken  from  th&se  present  in- 
takes ;  where  do  you  find  a  suggestion  that  they 
should  be  moved  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  If  you  refer  to  para- 
graph 86  of  the  report,  it  is  as  plain  as  possible. 

Witness.]  I  thought  it  was  so  clear  that  it  was 
not  open  to  discussion. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  I  will  read  it :  "  The 
third  proposal  as  to  storage  has  advantages  over 
any  other  in  this  respect.  It  was  laid  before  us 
by  Mr.  Walter  Hunter,  M.I.C.E.,  a  director, 
and  Mr.  Alexander  Fraser,  M.I.C.E.,  the  en- 
gineer, of  the  Grand  Junction  Company,  and 
consists  in  the  construction  of  nine  reservoirs 
upon  land  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Stai:ies,  at 
only  a  few  miles  distance  above  the  existing  works 
of  the  companies."  Then,  below  some  figures, 
you  see :  "  The  water  to  be  stored  is  to  be  taken 
from  the  Thames  at  a  point  above  Staines.  The 
levels  would  admit  of  its  flowing  in  partly  by 
gravitation,  but  mainly  it  will  have  to  be  pumped. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1805.  But  that  carries  it  no  further  ;  that  is 
the  water  that  is  going  to  be  stored  in  that  re- 
servoir, the  additional  supply ;  there  is  no 
moving  of  the  intakes  of  the  company.  ( To  the 
Witness):  However,  that  is  all  you  have  to  say 
about  that,  is  it  ? — Yes  ,•  properly  interpreted,  I 
think  that  shows  that  in  some  way  or  other  some 
new  sources  of  supply  must  be  necessary.  It 
may  be  that  taking  the  water  from  the  Thames 
at  Staines  is  the  proper  solution  ;  I  cannot  see  it 
myself.  Of  course,  I  am  rather  thinking  of  it 
from  my  professional  point  of  view.  Supposing 
these  water  companies  were  to  introduce  a  Bill 
for  that  purpose,  and  I  had  to  conduct  it,  I  am 
quite  certain  that  1  should  meet  with  opposition, 
which  would  render  it  exceedingly  doubtful 
whether  I  should  ever  get  my  Bill  beyond  Second 
Reading. 

1806.  You  say  that  the  arbitrator  is  to  have 
regard  to  the  probable  necessity  of  the  future 
introduction  of  a  new  source  ot  supply.  By  a 
new  source  of  supply  you  do  not  mean  to  tell 
him  to  consider  the  possibility  of  going  to  Wales, 
or  something  of  that  kind,  but  you  simply  refer 
to  the  probability  of  having  to  construct  reser- 
voirs in  the  Thames  Valley ;  is  that  what  you 
mean  by  new  sources  of  supply  ? — No,  it  is  not ; 
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Mr.  Z^jrfr/rr— continued. 

it  is  the  same  question  that  you  put  to  Mr. 
Charles  Harrison,  and  which  has  been  already 
answered.  It  will  be  tor  the  London  County 
Council,  I  assume,  to  consider,  as  they  are 
considering,  how  this  difficulty  is  to  be  dealt 
-with.  Admitting  that  water  from  some  new 
source  is  necessary,  there  are  two  alternatives  ; 
one  is  to  get  it  Irom  a  different  source  up  the 
Thames  ;  and  the  other  is  to  get  it  from 
a  different  source  outside  the  Thames  Valley  ; 
and,  whatever  may  be  ultimately  decided  upon, 
and  even  though  a  decision  between  the  two 
alternatives  may  not  be  taken,  yet  I  think 
the  arbitrators  ought  to  have  regard  to  the 
liability  which  is  obviously  ahead  of  the  com- 
panies, even  if  the  undertakings  remain  in  their 
possession. 

1807.  Then  I  should  not  be  misrepresenting 
you  in  saying  that  under  those  words  you  want 
it  open  to  the  London  County  Council  to  argue 
before  the  arbitrator  that  the  Thames  sources 
are  inadequate,  and  that  it  would  be  necessary 
to  go  to  Wales,  and  that  that  therefore  de- 
preciates the  value  of  the  undertaking  ? — It 
does  not  depreciate  the  value  of  the  undertaking. 

1808.  Please  will  you  answer  my  question. 
Do  you  wish  that  to  be  kept  open  for  argument 
before  the  arbitrator,  and  say  there  is  a 
probable  necessity  for  going  to  Wales  ? — I  do 
not  wish  to  limit  the  argument  before  the 
arbitrator  to  the  question  of  going  to  Wales. 

180y.  Then  let  Wales  stand  for  all  England? 
—But  that  was  your  question  ;  that  was  the 
question  you  asked  me. 

1810.  Take  Wales  as  representing  any  place 
a  long  way  off.  Will  you  answer  my  question  : 
Do  you  intend  by  those  words  to  make  it  open  to 
the  London  County  Council  to  raise  that 
contention  before  the  arbitrator? — I  do  not 
quite  follow  what  you  mean  by  that  con- 
tention ";  but  perhaps  I  can  shorten  it. 

1811.  That  the  Thames  sources  are  inadequate, 
that  in  order  to  satisfy  London  you  must  go  to 
some  very  distant  watershed,  and  that  that  must 
be  taken  into  consideration  ? — Yes,  I  think  that 
the  liabilities  ahead  of  the  companies,  even 
assuming  that  the  undertakings  remain  in  their 
hands,  ought  to  be  fully  under  the  consideration 
of  the  arbitrator.  Of  course  if  the  under- 
takings are  transferred  to  the  Council,  they 
would  be  liabilities  ahead  of  the  Council.  I  do 
not  want  the  companies  to  get  out  of  the  thing 
altogether  by  saying :  "  After  this  transfer 
we  have  got  no  further  liabilities."  That  is  one 
paint. 

.  1812.  You  are  not  answering  my  question,  nor 
approaching  answering  my  question  ? — I  was 
trying  to  get  to  it  I  assure  you.  I  think  we 
ought  to  leave  it  quite  open  to  the  arbitrator  to 
consider  how  far  it  may  be  necessary  in  the 
future  for  the  London  County  Council  or  the 
companies  to  obtain  a  supply  of  water  from  other 
sources  than  those  from  which  the  companies 
now  obtain  it. 

1813.  Therefore  you  desire  that  the  Royal 
Commission's  Report  should  not  on  this  matter 
be  an  end  of  that  question,  but  that  you  should 
be  entitled  to  contend  before  the  arbitrator  that 
the  Royal  Commissioners  were  wrong.     I  quite 


Mr.  Bidder — continued. 

agree  that  their  Report,  which  you  have  read, 
was  perfectly  correct.  From  paragraph  183,  it 
is  incontestable  that  they  show  that  if  the  sources 
which  they  indicate  can  be  resorted  to,  and  if 
the  methods  which  they  mention  are  practicable, 
two  very  large  hypotheses,  there  Avill  be  a 
certain  number  of  gallons  of  water  available 
in  the  Thames.  Whether  the  people  of  Loudon 
would  like  to  drink  it  is  a  different  matter. 

1814.  They  have  dealt  with  the  quality  before  ; 
they  say  that  it  is  of  exceptionally  high  quality  ? 
— Forgive  me  ;  that  is  not  the  Report  of  the 
Royal  Commission ;  that  is,  J  think,  where  you 
make  the  mistake. 

1815.  I  will  withdraw  the  observation  rather 
than  raise  a  contention  ;  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
reading  '•  new  source  "  as  something  other  than 
the  Thames,  do  you  wish  to  have  it  open  to  you 
to  contend  that  the  Royal  Commission  is  wrong 
in  suggesting  that  the  wants  of  London  can  be 
satisfied  from  the  Thames  Valley? — That 
they  do  not  suggest.  You  put  an  erroneous 
hypothesis  to  begin  with,  and  found  a  question 
upon  it. 

1816.  I  will  not  argue  that  with  you.  At 
any  rate,  you  wish  to  have  it  open  to  you  to 
contend  that  it  is  necessary  to  go  elsewhere  than 
to  the  Thames  Valley  for  water  for  London? — 
Yes,  I  do,  either  outside  the  Thames  or  to  a 
diffei'ent  source  inside  the  Thames  \' alley. 

1817.  Now  as  to  this  rather  long  history 
which  you  gave  us  to-day  about  competition  in 
1851  and  1852,  I  will  try  and  deal  with  as 
shortly  as  I  can.  Do  I  understand  you  to 
suggest  that  the  policy  of  Parliament  has  been 
always,  in  regard  to  these  water  companies, 
to  encourage  and  establish  universal  competition? 
— Yes,  I  say  so  first  of  all  on  the  application  of 
the  companies  themselves  who  have  seized  the 
opportunity  of  coming  in  in  order  to  compete 
with  the  older  companies,  and  have  volunteered 
to  do  it. 

1818.  I  am  speaking  now  of  Parliament,  not 
of  the  companies  themselves.  Are  you  aware, 
from  your  researches  into  ancient  history,  of  a 
Select  Conunittee  which  reported  on  the  supply 
of  water  to  the  metropolis  in  1821  ? — I  know 
something  about  it. 

1819.  You  have  been  further  back  than  that, 
so  you  might  have  found  it  out.  Let  me  read 
to  you  from  the  report,  which  is  quoted  again 
by  later  Committees,  a  passage  bearing  upon  the 
attitude  of  Parliament  as  regards  the  competition 
of  the  water  companies  in  London.  "  Com- 
petition in  ordinary  cases  adjusts  the  supply 
to  the  demand  through  the  liberty  which  the 
sellers  have  to  go  out  of  the  market  as  well  as  ta 
come  into  it "  ( this  is  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the 
report  of  the  Committee  of  1821),  "  but  in  trades 
carried  on  by  means  of  large  capitals  vested  in 
fixed  machinery  and  furnishing  a  commodity  of 
no  value,  but  for  consiunption  on  the  spot,  the 
sellers  are  confined  to  the  mai'ket  by  the  nature 
of  the  trade,  and  if  the  new  comer  has  to  seek 
immediate  employment  for  large  works  by 
taking  custom  from  the  established  dealer,  as 
there  can  be  no  great  difference  in  the  quality  of 
what  they  sell,  they  must  vie  in  lowness  of,.' 
price,  and  will  probably  be  driven  to  underbid 

each 
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Mr.  Bidder — continued, 
each  other  down  to  the  point  of  ruin,  becau^se  it 
is  better  to  take  anything  tlian  to  take  nothing 
for  that  whicli  cannot  be  carried  away  ;  and  this 
must  go  on  until  both  are  worn  out,  or  one  has 
outlasted  the  other  and  succeeded  to  a  real  and 
eflFective  monopoly,  or  until  by  some  arrangement 
between  themselves  they  can  put  a  stop  to  their 
mutual  destruction.    These  consequences  appear 
to   have   followed   from   the    late  protracted 
competition  between  the   water  companies ;  it 
■was  carried  on  during  several  years  at  a  very 
ruinous  loss,  and  must  in  all  probability  have 
led  to  the  extinction  of  all,  except  one  or  two  of 
the  wealthiest,  as  it  did  to  that  of  the  smaller 
companies,  but  for  an  arrangement  which  finally 
took  place,  and  by  which  the  supply  of  the  town 
was  partitioned  between  them,  each  company 
withdrawing  its  services  within  a  line  agreed 
upon,  and  exchanging  with  the  others  the  pipes 
beyond  its  own  "boundary."    Then  it  goes  in 
detail  into  the  cases  of  the  New  River,  the  East 
London,  the  Chelsea,  the  West  Middlesex,  and 
the  Grand  Junction  Companies.    Then  it  goes 
■on  further:  "  These  measures  were  questionable 
at  the  first  view,  and  carrying  with  them  so 
much  appearance  of  a  combination  against  the 
public  do,  nevertheless,  appear  to  your  Com- 
mittee to  have  been  measures  of  self-preservation, 
leaving  the  companies  only  responsible  for  the 
use  wliich  they  might  thereafter  make  of  them  ; 
they  were,  however,  in  themselves  of  a  nature  to 
€xcite,  and  did  excite  a  great  degree  of  alarm 
and  discontent."     Then,  after  a  good  deal  more 
to  the  same  effect,  they  say :    "  The  question 
fairly   stated   appears   to  your  Committee  to 
resolve   itself  into   this :    1st.    Is   there  any 
improvement  in  the  supply,  and  how  I'ar  is  it 
proportioned  to  the  increase  in  the  demand  ; 
2nd.      Could    that    improvement    have  been 
■obtained,  or  could  it  now  be  obtained,  upon 
terms  so  much  more  favourable  as  to  suit  the 
increase  of  rates  at  present  demanded  in  the 
light  of  an  extravagant  overcharge.     In  resting 
the  case  on  these  grounds  it  will  appear  that 
jour  Committee  do  not  treat  it  as  one  in  which 
it  is  simply  to  be  considered   what  will  re- 
munerate the  companies  for  their  actual  outlay, 
but  as  a  case  for  fair  adjustment  between  the 
companies   and   the   public,    in    which   it  is 
proposed  to  cast  upon  the  latter  no  greater 
proportion  of  a  losing  adventure  than  is  equi- 
valent to  the  advantage  which  they  actually 
derive  from  it."    So  that  that  Committe  pointed 
out  that  the  competition  which  had  gone  on  was 
ruinous  and  had  come  to  an  end,  and  that  the 
adjustment  that  followed  was  in  the  interests  of 
the  public  as  well  as  the  companies  ? — On  the 
contrary,  I  do  not  think  you  interpret  that 
report  at  all  properly. 

1820.  I  will  assume  that  I  do  not ;  it  speaks 
for  itself? — You  rather  omitted  the  important 
part  of  it. 

1821.  I  always  do,  I  notice.  What  is  the  im- 
portant part  I  omitted  ? — May  I  explain  what 
led  up  to  the  report. 

1822.  No,  certainly  not.  You  tell  me  that  I 
have  omitted  an  important  part — you  had  better 
tell  me  what  it  is  and  ask  me  to  read  it  ? — I  will 
read  it  if  you  will  allow  me,  and  I  will  explain 
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it  afterwards.  The  commencement  of  the  report 
refers  to  the  various  companies,  and  it  says, 
"  None  of  them  had  any  legal  privilege  in  the 
nature  of  a  monopoly,  but  each  possessed  a 
monopoly  in  eltect,  through  the  greater  part  of 
the  district  which  it  supplied.  Where  their 
works  intermixed,  as  they  often  did,  it  was  the 
effect  of  a  very  gradual  extension,  and  though 
the  inhabitants  of  those  parts  of  the  town  had 
the  benefit  of  a  choice,  no  mischievous  spirits  of 
rivalry  seems  to  have  been  e\cited  between  the 
companies.  The  East  London,  the  West 
Middlesex,  and  the  Grand  Junction  Companies 
were  formed  under  the  several  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment noted  in  the  margin.  They  began  to 
supply  the  town  about  the  year  1811.  The 
principle  of  the  Acts  under  which  these  com- 
panies were  int*tituted  was  to  encourage  com- 
petition, and  certainly  in  these  as  in  other  com- 
panies it  is  only  from  competition,  or  the  expecta- 
tion of  competition,  that  a  perfect  security  can 
be  had  for  good  supply  ;  but  your  Committee 
are  satisfied  that  from  the  peculiar  nature  of 
these  undertakings,  the  principle  of  competition 
requires  to  be  guarded  by  particular  checks  and 
limited  in  its  application  to  them,  in  order  to 
render  it  effectual  without  the  risk  of  destruction 
to  the  competing  parties,  and  thereby  ultimately 
of  a  serious  injury  to  the  public." 

1823.  Then  follows  the  passage  which  I  read  ? 
— Then  follows  ihe  passage  which  you  read;  but 
if  you  had  followed  the  whole  history  of  the 
thing,  ns  I  have,  you  would  really  have  under- 
stood itmre  what  tlie  meaning  of  that  was.  The 
whole  object  of  the  report  of  this  Committee 
was  to  preserve  an  effective  competition  between 
the  companies.  What  they  were  afraid  of  was 
that  if  the  companies  were  left  entirely  loose  to 
go  on  in  this  mischievous  spirit  of  rivalry 
amongst  themselves,  one  mi^hl  succeed  in  ruin- 
ing the  other,  am!  that  would  tend  to  the  public 
disadvjmtage.  What  this  Committee  wanted 
was  to  devise  some  system  under  which  com- 
petition could  be  thoroughly  well  kept  alive,  and 
the  companies  at  the  same  time  could  be  pre- 
vented from  either  amalgamating  or  destroying 
one  another,  that  Avas  the  whole  tenour  of  the 
report.  The  proceedings  which  led  up  to  it  were 
very  long  and  very  important.  There  had  been 
a  great  deal  of  discussion  all  over  London  and  in 
Parliament. 

1824.  Might  T  ask  you  to  make  your  answers 
a  bit  shorter  sometimes  ? — But  you  are  really 
misrepresenting  by  reading  one  part  of  the 
report,  what  the  real  effect  of  the  report  was. 

1825.  I  do  not  tamely  submit  to  a  charge  of 
mispresentation  as  a  rule  ? — I  do  not  mean  to 
use  the  expression  in  any  way  offensively. 

1826.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  does  not  the  report 
come  to  this  (and  I  think  the  sentence  I  read 
shows  it)  that  although  competition  is  a  very 
good  thing  in  the  case  of  these  London  com- 
panies, unchecked  competition  is  a  very  bad 
thing  in  the  interests  of  the  companies  and  of 
the  public  too,  and  must  be  checked? — In  that 
sense  it  was,  and  yet  must  be  taken  to  keep  alive 
an  effective  competition. 

1827.  Now  let  me  go  on  from  1821  and  come 
to  these  important  years,  1851  and  1852.  Do 
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you  suggest  to  the  Committee  that  the  proceed- 
ings on  the  Government  Bill  of  1851  were  with 
the  view  of  fomenting  or  encouraging  com- 
petition of  a  more  violent  character  among  the 
companies  ? — No,  the  object  was  to  superadd  to 
the  efficacy  of  competition,  the  efficacy  of  some 
sort  of  control  and  regulation.  Competition  was 
preserved,  as  everybody  admitted,  but  the  object 
was  to  further  control  and  limit  

1828.  Is  that  quite  correct?  You  appear  to 
have  examined  all  the  history,  therefore  I  ask 
you,  is  that  a  correct  Report  of  the  principle  on 
which  that  Bill  was  avowedly  introduced  by 
Government  in  1851  2—1  think  it  is.  I  have 
already  read  the  extracts  from  the  speeches, 
which  seem  to  me  to  prove  that. 

1829.  Of  course  the  records  are  very  scarce, 
but  have  you  read  Sir  George  Grey's  speech  in 
the  House  on  moving  for  leave  to  bring  in  the 
Bill  ?— Yes. 

1830.  He  was  the  member  of  the  Government 
in  charge  of  the  Bill,  was  he  not? — Yes,  I 
think  he  was. 

1831.  He  said  "he  was  quite  prepared  to 
admit  that  the  present  sources  of  supply  were 
deficient,  that  the  quality  was  to  a  large  extent 
bad,  that  the  quantity  was  altogether  inadequate 
to  the  exigencies  of  this  large  metropolis,  and 
that  the  price  was  greater  than  it  ought  to  be  or 
need  be.  All  these  defects,  he  quite  admitted, 
and  these  defects  he  desired  as  far  as  he  could, 
to  remedy.  After  it  had  been  admitted  as  he 
had  thought  that  competition  had  failed  to 
accomplish  the  object,  he  was  surprised  to  hear 
a  revival  of  the  proposition  that  competition  might 
advantageously  be  had  recourse  to.  The  very 
principle  on  which  this  Bill  was  framed,  a 
principle  sanctioned  by  the  best  experience,  was 
that  competition  was  not  the  basis  on  which  the 
supply  of  water  to  the  metropolis  could  most 
efficiently  he  conducted,  and  he  clearly  con- 
sidered that  the  House  would  not  act  wisely  did 
it  encourage  any  further  competition  on  the  sub- 
ject. Competition  was,  no  doubt,  an  excellent 
principle  as  a  general  rule  where  it  could 
be  at  all  safely  applied,  and,  no  doubt, 
also  as  a  general  principle,  local  matters  were 
administered  by  local  managers  ;  but  ample 
reasons  had  been  assigned  on  a  former  oc- 
casion why  in  this  particular  case  the  general 
principle  could  not  be  advantageously  or  safely 
applied.  It  might  be  very  true  that  when  com- 
petition first  came  to  operate  on  the  particular 
water  companies  in  London,  it  reduced  for  a 
while  the  prices,  but  afterwards,  when  com- 
petition resolved  itself  into  combination  the 
price  gradually  resumed  its  former  position." 
Now  I  ask  you,  in  the  face  of  that  speech  of  the 
honourable  member  who  introduced  the  Bill  on 
behalf  of  the  Government ;  how  can  you  tell 
this  Committee  that  that  Bill  was  brought  in  on 
the  basis  of  encouraging  competition  ? — I  did  not 
say  that  it  was. 

1832.  Then  my  ears  deceived  me  very  grossly  ? 
— The  Bill  was  brought  in  because  it  was  clear 
that  the  competition  as  it  then  existed  between 
the  companies  was  not  sufficient  in  itself  to  pro- 
tect the  interests  of  the  consumers.  You  must 
bear  in  mind  that  the  cholera  epidemic  had 


Mr.  Bidder — continued, 
occurred  in  1848;  I  do  not  know  how  many 
people  had  been  killed  by  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company ;  and  it  was  absolutely 
necessary  to  deal  with  this  matter  in  some  wav 
or  other.  It  was  proposed  in  1851  to  take  away 
from  the  companies  their  intakes  in  fact.  That 
was  Clause  1  of  the  Bill;  and  various  other  things 
were  also  proposed  :  but  if  you  refer  to  the  pro- 
ceedings of  1851  and  1852  you  will  find  through- 
out that  the  companies  themselves  put  forward 
the  fact  of  the  powers  of  competition  amongst 
themselves  as  arguments  against  the  proposals  of 
the  Government ;  and  to  a  great  extent  they 
succeeded. 

1833.  I  will  not  be  led  up  to  that  bye-path  at 
present  ;  we  will  keep  to  the  main  road.  In 
your  answers  in  chief  you  have  conveyed  to  the 
Committee,  I  think,  the  idea  that  the  Govern- 
ment in  introducing  the  Bill  of  1851  were  pro- 
ceeding upon  the  basis  of  competition,  and  here 
you  have  the  honourable  member  who  introduced 
it  saying  directly  to  the  contrary,  and  expressing 
his  opinion  that  the  House  would  not  act  wisely 
did  it  encourage  any  further  competition  on  the 
subject  ? — The  proposal  of  competition  which  is 
there  suggested  is  the  proposal  which  I  have 
already  referred  to — a  proposal  to  compel  all 
these  companies  to  go  into  every  part  of  their 
district. 

1834.  I  only  think  it  fair  to  draw  your  atten- 
tion to  that  speech  of  the  honourable  member  in 
order  to  give  you  an  opportunity  of  saying 
whether  you  were  not  under  a  misapprehension 
in  answering  on  this  subject  before  ? — No,  I  was 
not  under  any  misapprehension. 

1835.  You  have  the  opportunity;  if  you  do 
not  choose  to  take  it  I  will  pass  on  to  something 
else  ? — You  have  rather  put  it  into  my  mouth 
evidence  which  I  did  not  give. 

1836.  May  I  ask  you,  had  you  read  the  speech 
of  Sir  George  Grey  ? — Yes,  and  the  other 
speeches  at  the  same  time. 

1837.  And  you  gave  your  evidence  with  a 
knowledge  of  that  speech  ? — Yes. 

1838.  Now  I  come  to  the  1852  Bill.  Unless 
I  misunderstood  the  general  tenor  of  your  some- 
what prolonged  answer  in  chief,  do  I  gather  that 
the  tendency  of  Parliament  was  to  preserve  com- 
petition amongst  the  companies,  and  to  encourage 
competition  or  to  rely  on  their  competitive 
powers  ? — Are  you  referring  only  to  1852  ? 

1839.  I  said  1852  ;  I  have  done  with  1851  for 
the  present  ? — In  1851  and  1852  it  was  practi- 
cally the  same  thing. 

1840.  1  would  rather  ke6p  to  one  thing  at  a 
time.  You  went  from  one  thing  to  another 
backwards  and  forwards.  I  am  speaking  o£ 
1852,  and  I  said  1852  ;  that  is  the  year  in  which 
there  was  legislation.  Do  I  understand  that  you 
wish  to  convey  to  the  Committee  that  in  1852 
Parliament  was  relying  on  the  competitive 
powers  of  the  companies,  and  intending  ta 
encourage  and  preserve  them  ? — Yes  ;  but  you 
put  your  question  in  such  a  way  that  an  answer,, 
yes  or  no,  would  hardly  be  a  fit  answer. 

1841.  Would  you  like  to  withdraw  "yes"  and 
say  "  no  "  ? — No ;  because  that  would  be  equally 
unreasonable.  I  will  explain  to  you  what  the 
fact  was  if  you  will  permit  me. 

1842.  I  am 
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1842.  I  am  content  with  the  word  "  yes  "  ;  if 
you  want  to  say  anything  further  of  course  it  is 
your  right?— The  scheme  of  1852  was  simply 
this  :  There  being  in  existence  a  statutory 
power  of  competition,  it  was  found  that  that  was 
not  in  itself  sufficient  protection  for  the  con- 
sumer ;  the  scheme  of  the  Bill  of  1852  was  to 
control  and  regulate  the  companies,  leaving  the 
existing  statutory  power  of  competition  as  it 
stood.  In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  of  1852 
a  clause  was  proposed  which,  as  Sergeant 
Wrangham  explained  it,  would  have  the  effect 
of  putting  the  two  comjjanies  up  necessarily  and 
compulsorily  to  fight  one  against  the  other,  and 
he  objected  to  that  clause  ;  he  said  :  "  We  are 
quite  willing  to  submit  to  the  ordinary  statutory 
competition  such  as  now  exists,  and  that  ought 
to  be  enough,"  and  he  gave  very  good  reasons  to 
show  why  it  ought  to  be  enough ;  and  to  a  cer- 
tain extent  he  satisfied  Parliament  that  it  would 
be  enough;  because  instead  of  that  compulsory 
Competition  Clause  being  passed,  and  instead  of 
the  rates  of  the  companies  being  reduced  the 
companies  were  left  under  the  existing  statutory 
powers  of  competition,  with  a  power  to  charge  up 
to  a  certain  maximum,  which  was  to  be  receded 
from  in  the  majority  of  instances. 

1843.  I  will  come  to  the  receding  presently. 
Then  you  do  represent  Parliament  as  legislating 
rightly  upon  the  powers  of  internecine  competi- 
tion between  the  companies? — The  jiowei's  of 
competition  between  the  companies,  certainly. 

1844.  I  will  withdraw  the  "internecine."  I 
will  now  confine  my  question  to  two  of  the  Bills 
before  the  Committee — the  Lambeth  and  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that 
so  far  from  that  being  the  case  the  Committee 
recommended  the  two  companies  to  amalgamate? 
— The  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  were 
amalgamated . 

1845.  Do  not  introduce  things  utterly  irre- 
levant ;  that  is  quite  a  different  period.  That 
was  1845,  seven  years  before.  I  am  asking  about 
1852.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  so  far  from  its 
being  correct  that  that  Committee  was  relying 
on  the  powers  of  competition  between  the  com- 
panies, that  the  Committee  themselves  recom- 
mended the  Lambeth  and  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  to  amalgamate  into  one  company  ? — If 
you  will  refer  me  to  the  paragraph  I  will  deal 
with  it. 

1846.  You  cannot  answer  that  question  ? — No, 
not  without  referring  to  the  paragraph. 

1847.  You  never  heard  that  suggested  before  ? 
— No,  I  do  not  think  so. 

1848.  Then  I  refer  you  to  the  11th  June  1852,  on 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Companies 
Bill,  with  William  Beckett,  Esquire,  in  the  chair, 
and  the  minute  I  have  is  this  :  "  The  chairman 
stated  that  the  Committee  wished  to  call  the  atten- 
tion of  those  who  represented  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  and  those  who  represent  the 
Lambeth  Company  to  a  matter  of  considerable 
importance ;  that  it  had  appeared  to  the  Com- 
mittee while  hearing  evidence  in  regard  to  the 
district  south  of  the  Thames,  that  there  would  be 
an  advantage  in  the  economy  of  the  water  supply, 
both  to  the  companies  and  the  consumers,  if  the 
two  companies,  namely,  the  Lambeth  Company 
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and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  were 
to  unite  and  amalgamate  into  one  company, 
that  the  Committee  threw  out  this  sug- 
gestion believing  that  the  companies  upon 
consideration  might  find  it  advantasreous  here- 
after  to  seek  such  an  amalgamation."  Did  you 
never  hear  of  that  before  ? —  I  do  not  remember 
that  particular  paragraph. 

1849.  Can  you  with  that  paragraph  before 
you,  suggest  that  that  Committee  in  legislating 
in  1852  was  relying,  in  the  public  interest,  on  the 
competitive  powers  of  the  companies  with  each 
other? — Yes,  I  think  so  ;  because,  of  course,  if 
that  amalgamation  had  taken  place  it  would  be 
subject  to  proper  limitation  of  the  charging 
powers  of  the  companies. 

1850.  I  do  not  quite  follow.  Your  mind  and 
mine  seem  to  lie  in  quite  different  zones  as  to 
logic.  How,  if  the  two  companies  were  amalga- 
mated together,  would  the  competition  between 
them  continue  for  the  protection  of  the  public  ? 
— The  protection  of  the  public  might  have  been 
dealt  with  in  another  way. 

1851.  Answer  my  question.  What  became  of 
the  competition  between  the  two  companies,  if 
they  had  amalgamated  ? — The  competition,  of 
course,  would  have  gone,  and  proper  provisions 
been  introduced  for  the  reduction  of  the  rates 
or  charges. 

1852.  How  can  you  suggest  to  this  Committee 
that  that  Committee  was  relying  on  competition 
for  the  protection  of  the  public  when  they  them- 
selves suggested  that  it  should  be  put  an  end  to 
by  amalgamation  ? — If  you  will  refer  to  the 
whole  of  the  proceedings  you  will  find  that  it 
was  so. 

1853.  No,  no  ;  kindly  answer  my  question  ? — 
I  am  endeavouring  to  answer  the  question.  If 
you  will  refer  to  the  whole  of  the  proceedings 
throughout  this  inquiry,  you  will  see  as  clearly 
as  possible  that  it  was  the  competition,  the  power 
of  statutory  competition  as  between  these  com- 
panies, which  the  companies  themselves  very  much 
relied  upon,  and  was  recognised  throu^hovit  by 
the  counsel  for  the  Government.  There  is  no 
doubt,  and  it  is  quite  obvious,  that  economy  in 
the  supply  of  water,  if  amalgamation  could  have 
been  possible  on  terms  to  which  the  companies 
could  have  assented,  might  have  been  brought 
about ;  but  the  whole  question  was  whether  the 
Lambeth  Company  would  reduce  their  powers  of 
charging  to  the  lower  scale  of  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall.  That  is  a  question  which  has  arisen 
on  more  than  one  occasion  since.  You  must 
bear  in  mind  that  there  is  an  express  statutory 
provision  affecting  these  companies,  which  was 
introduced  in  the  earlier  Acts,  prohibiting  the 
assignment  of  any  of  their  statutory  powers. 

1854.  You  have  skirmished  generally  all  round 
the  whole  question,  but  you  have  not  approached 
answering  my  question,  which  is  this  :  How  can 
you  suggest  to  this  Committee  that  that  Com- 
mittee was  relying  on  competition  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  public  when  they  themselves  sug- 
gested that  it  should  be  put  an  end  to  by 
amalgamation? — I  say  what  they  relied  upon 
was  shown  by  the  whole  of  the  argument  before 
the  Committee  on  both  sides,  and  by  the  Acts 
which  they  passed. 

»  3  1855.  Do 
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1855.  Do  von  think  that  is  answer  to  my  ques- 
tion ? —  I  do,  indeed.  I  quite  agree  witli  you 
that  a  suggestion  came  from  the  Committee  that 
economy  might  be  effected  in  the  supply  of 
water  by  an  amalgamation  of  those  two  com- 
panies. 

1856.  I  can  lead  the  horse  to  the  water,  bvit  I 
cannot  make  him  drink.  Now  remember  Ser- 
geant VVrangham  has  been  referred  to  you  by 
a  great  many  times.  1  will  refer  to  one  quota- 
tion irom  him  in  this  connection.  You  told  the 
Committee,  as  an  evidence  of  the  attitude  of  the 
companies  submitting  to  Parliament  then,  that 
Sergeant  Wrangham  for  the  companies  or  for 
some  of  them  said  that  they  would  submit  to 
be  subject  to  the  Wat  rworks  Clauses  Act? — 
Yes. 

1857.  And  that  Clause  18,  as  you  put  it,  but 
which  you  suggest  meant  Clause  35,  put  a  com- 
pulsion upon  them  ? — ^Yes. 

1858.  Apparently,  if  1  have  not  misunderstood 
and  therefore  misrepresent  you,  you  suggested  to 
the  Committee  that  the  companies  led  Parliament 
to  legislate  in  1852  under  the  belief  that  by  in- 
corporating the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act  they 
were  put  under  the  full  compulsion  of  that  Act  ? 
—Yes. 

1859.  And  therefore  were  compelled  in  the 
interest  of  the  consumers  to  compete  with  each 
other  ? — Yes. 

1860.  How  can  you  make  that  suggestion  in 
the  face  of  the  fact  that  in  that  very  year  in  the 
various  water  companies'  Bills,  the  Committee 
inserted  a  proviso  that  they  should  not  be  com- 
pelled. I  do  not  know  whether  you  have  the 
Act  of  1852  of  any  of  the  companies  before  you, 
sir. 

Chairman.^  No. 

Mr.  Bidder.l  I  have  the  Southwark  and  Vaux- 
hall  Act.  You  may  take  it  that  they  are  all  the 
same,  and  any  one  of  them  will  do.  I  will  take 
Section  47  ot  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Act 
of  1852,  Avhich  I  happen  to  have  before  me. 
Now  observe  this,  Mr.  Cripps ;  I  am  now  reading 
part  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Act :  "  That 
the  company  shall  cause  main  pipes  to  be  laid 
down,  and  pure  and  wholesome  water  to  be 
brought  to  every  part  of  the  district,"  and  so  on. 
I  think  I  may  say  that  that  is  substantially  the 
same,  although  not  verbally,  exactly  the  same  as 
Section  35  of  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act.^ 

Witness.]  Up  to  the  proviso  you  may  take  it 
that  it  is. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1861.  Therefore  I  need  not  read  that ;  it  is  a 
compulsion  to  supply.  Now  we  will  go  on  at 
once  to  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  clause. 
*'  Provided  also  that  the  company  shall  not  be 
bound  to  furnish  any  such  supply  of  water  or  lay 
down  any  pipe  for  such  purpose  in  any  part  of 
the  district  which  part  is  for  the  time  being 
supplied  with  water  by  any  other  company." 
How  can  you  suggest  that  ihat  Committee  was 
misled  by  the  companies  into  the  legislation  it 
adopted,  and  into  the  belief  that  they  would  be 
compelled  to  compete  with  each  other,  when  the 
Committee  inserted  that  proviso  which  in  express 
words  absolved  them  from  that  compulsion  ? — 


Mr.  Bidder — continued. 

What  T  was  referring  to  was  the  speech  of  Mr. 
Sergeant  Wrangham  in  tbe  month  of  May,  when 
the  Chelsea  Bill  and  these  other  Bills  were 
passed.  At  that  time  he  relied  upon  the  Water- 
Avorks  Clauses  Act,  and  stated  that  they  were 
willing  to  accept  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act; 
and  it  was  in  consequence  of  that  understanding 
that  the  special  clause  about  competition,  pro- 
posed by  the  Grovernment,  was  rejected.  It  is 
quite  true  that  at  a  much  later  stage  of  these 
Bills,  whilst  the  Bills  were  passing  through 
clauses — I  think  on  the  last  day — a  mouth  later 
than  this— on  the  East  London  Bill  one  member 
of  the  Committee  called  attention  to  the  fact  of 
the  incorporation  of  the  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act.  Mr.  Baxter  and  Mr.  Bircham,  who  repre- 
sented the  companies  at  the  time,  discussed  the 
matter  with  the  Committee,  and  the  Committee, 
at  their  request,  introduced  into  the  Bills  other 
than  the  Lambeth  Bill,  this  particular  ya'oviso  to 
which  you  refer.  The  proviso  was  in  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Bill,  and  it  is  j)roposed  to 
repeal  it. 

1862.  Then  your  own  account  of  the  Iransac- 
tion  is,  that  whilst  these  Bills  were  passing  before 
that  very  Committee,  some  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee drew  the  attention  of  the  Committee 
generally  to  the  fact,  that  if  they  incorporated 
Section  36  of  the  Waterworks  'Clauses  Actwith- 
ovit  any  qualification  they  would  be  putting  a 
compulsion  upon  the  companies  to  compete  with 
each  other  in  mutual  districts,  and  thereupon  the 
Committee  delibei'ately,  in  order  that  it  should 
not  have  that  effect,  inserted  that  proviso  ?  — That 
was  after  the  whole  of  the  argument,  tl.at  the 
power  of  competition  existing  between  the  com- 
panies  

1863.  But  I  ask  you,  and  I  accept  your  own 
account  of  it — how  can  you  tell  this  Committee 
that  that  Committee  of  1852  was  misled  by 
Serjeant  Wrangham,  and  legislated  under  the 
impression  that  by  incorporating  the  Waterworks 
Clauses  Act  they  were  compelling  ihe  companies 
to  compete  with  each  other,  when  you  now  tell 
us  that  as  soon  as  their  attention  was  drawn  to 
it  they  deliberately  put  in  a  proviso  to  prevent 
it  ? — I  do  not  think  I  said  that  the  Committee 
were  misled  at  all.  What  I  said  was  this,  that 
in  May,  when  Serjeant  Wrangham  was  dealing 
with  the  Chelsea  Bill,  the  Southwark  and  Vaux- 
hall Bill,  the  New  River  Bill,  and  I  think  also 
the  West  Middlesex  Bill,  he  stated  to  the  Com- 
mittee that  they  proposed  to  incorporate  the 
Waterworks  Clauses  Act;  that  they  did  not  fear 
the  competition  which  that  Act  would  induce 
(perhaps  it  is  hardly  right  to  call  it  a  competi- 
tion), they  did  not  fear  the  powers  of  that  Act 
under  which  the  consumers  of  water  would  be 
able  to  call  upon  the  companies  to  introduce  a 
supply.  That  Serjeant  Wrangham  told  the 
Committee  in  May,  and  accordingly  the  Com- 
mittee rejected  the  special  Competition  Clause 
which  had  been  proposed  by  the  Government. 
In  June  a  great  deal  more  had  taken  place. 
The  whole  argument  had  gone  on  about  the 
effect  of  this  dormant  competition,  as  it  was 
called  ;  evideuce  had  been  given  by  the  witnesses 
for.  the  company  to  the  effect  that  they  were 
only  asking  for  a  maximum  power  of  charge 
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Mr.  Bidder — continued, 
which  would  be  receded  (rom  in  the  majority 
of  instances,  and  that  that  competition  would 
keep  theiii  in  order.  That  was  the  history  up 
to  June.  In  June  the  East  London  Bill  Avas 
before  the  Committee,  and  in  the  course  of  a 
discussion  of  that  case  attention  was  directed 
to  the  fact  of  the  incorporation  of  Section  35 
of  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  and  although 
the  history  is  rather  obscure  from  the  pro- 
ceedings, what  happened  was  this :  the  Com- 
mittee said,  that  after  all  that  has  taken  place 
diiring  that  month  in  the  East  London  case, 
they  would  allow  the  insertion  of  a  proviso 
utider  which  the  consumers  could  not  call  upon 
another  company  to  come  in  and  supply  in  cases 
where  there  was  a  company  actually  supplying 
at  the  time.  If  you  will  look  to  the  proceedings, 
I  think,  in  June  

1864.  That  is  wlir.t  you  said  before ;  do  not 
repeat  the  store  at  too  great  length  ?—  I  will  tell 
you  exactly  what  took  place  if  you  like. 

1865.  Do  not,  please,  unless  you  think  it  abso- 
lutely essential  ? — I  do  not  think  it  is  ;  it  is  only 
to  show  that  after  all  that  had  taken  place  about 
the  competition  the  Committee  allowed  the  com- 
panies to  go  back  apparently  and  alter  Bills 
which  had  already  passed,  and  that  proviso  to 
which  you  refer  was  introduced  into  the  South- 
wark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  Act,  and  in  our 
Bill  we  ask  to  repeal  it. 

1S66.  And  in  all  the  other  Bills  before  the 
Committee  ? — Yes. 

1867.  And  deliberately  introduced  ? — Yes. 

1868.  Then,  if  you  please,  how  has  all  this 
reference  to — what  Serjeant  Wiangham  says — 
what  bearing  is  it  to  have  on  your  arbitration  ? 
Do  you  propose  to  go  to  the  arbitrator  and  say  : 
"  Serjeant  Wrangham  said  so  and  so,  and  there- 
fore though  the  Committee  legislated  in  a  par- 
ticular way  you  must  consider  whether  that  Com- 
mittee were  not  taken  in,  and  it  ought  to  be 
remedied."  Is  that  what  you  mean? — No; 
there  is  no  question  of  the  Committee  being 
taken  in  at  all  ;  that  is  the  way  you  put  it.  It 
really  is  this.  The  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Company  has  the  power  to  supply  in  every  part 
of  the  Lambeth  district. 

1869.  We  know  :  you  need  not  begin  from  the 
beginning  again  ? — That  is  the  statutory  power 

,  which  we  want  to  have  referred  to  the  arbi- 
trator. 

1870.  In  the  first  place,  is  that  accurate; 
have  they  the  power  to  supply  all  through  the 
Lambeth  district  ? — Not  quite  ;  you  will  see  by 
the  map  the  exact  district. 

1871.  Have  they  power  to  supply  one-half  of 
the  Lambeth  district? — Yes,  a  good  deal  more 
than  one-half. 

1872.  Have  they?— Yes. 

1873.  Is  this  map  on  the  wall  correct  ? 
Green  is  the  Lambeth  district  on  that  map,  is  it 
not  ? — I  cannot  tell  you  from  that  map  ;  I  can 
tell  you  from  these  maps  opposite. 

1874.  And  the  pink,  I  think,  is  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall,  is  it  not;  I  cannot  tell  you  from 
that  map. 

1875.  Do  you  see  the  Parliamentary  district 
of  the  Lambeth  Waterworks  Company  coloured 
green,  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company 
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coloured  pink,  and  I  think  1  am  right  that  the 
actual  common  district  is    hatched,  is  it  not. 
Look  at  that  map  r — I  would  much  rather  take  ^ 
a  map  that  I  know  than  one  1  do  not.  / 

1876.  Is  it  not  the  case  that  so  far  from  the-' 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  having' 
j)Ower  of  con)petition  through  the  whole  of 
the  Lambeth  Company's  district,  they  have  not 
the  power  of  competition  through  a  third  part 
of  it  ? — No,  that  is  not  so.  Of  course  the  Com- 
mittee will  understand  that  I  am  only  talking  of 
the  parts  of  these  companies'  district  which  are 
within  London.  The  area  coloured  blue  on  this 
map  shows  the  Parliamentary  area  within  which 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  has 
powers  of  supply  ;  the  area  on  the  map  coloured 
light  red  shows  the  area  within  which  the  Lam-^ 
beth  Company  has  powers  of  supply.  The 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  has  powers 
to  compete  with  the  Lambeth  Company  in  the 
whole  of  the  Lambeth  district  so  far  as  it  is 
within  the  metropolis,  with  the  exception  of  a 
certain  part  of  Lewisham.  The  Lambeth  Com- 
pany has  power  to  supply  in  Lewisham  where 
the  Kent  Company  has  power  to  compete  with 
them  ;  and  in  that  part  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  has  not  poAvers  to  supply. 

1877.  In  point  of  fact,  then,  it  comes  to  this  : 
When  you  said  they  had  power  to  compete  over 
the  whole  of  the  Lambeth  district  you  were, 
speaking  of  only  a  small  portion  ? — Mr.  Birchanjif  j 
is  good  enough  to  correct  me.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  have  not  done  justice  to  my  case,  he 
thinks.  , , 

1878.  You  were  saying,  were  you  not,  that  , 
the  Southwark  and   Vauxhall  Company  have 
power  to  compete,    and  to  some  extent  thej^ ; 
have  competed  in  the  Lambeth  district? — Yes.  ■/ 

1879.  How  do  you  suggest  that  these  state;;; 
ments  of  Serjeant  Wrangham's  or  anything  o^- 
that  kind  in  1851,  is  relevant  to  the  question 
now  or  to  the  question  which  may  be  before  the 
arbitrator,  what  bearing  do  you  suggest  it  has  ? 
— The  argument  about  competition  is  this  :  that 
if  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  being  ' 
able  to  supply,  and  being  bound  to  supply  at  a,', 
lower  rate  of  charge,  were  willing  to  do  that ' 
which  they  undertook  to  do  according  to  my 
contention — to  compete  with  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany— then  either  the  Lambeth  Company's  rates 
must  be  reduced  to  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
maximmn,    or   the   Southwark   and  Vauxhall. 
Company  would  take  their  business ;  so  that  in 
any  event  

1880.  That  is  to  say,  if  they  are  bound  to  * 
compete  ? — If  they  would  compete.  '."^ 

1881.  You  carefully  go  away  from  my  que^-V- 
tion.  You  told  us  a  long  story  about  Avhat 
Serjeant  Wrangham  said  here  and  what  he  said 
there.  How  do  you  suggest  that  it  is  relevant 
in  any  way  to  this  Bill  as  to  the  inquiry  before 
the  arbitrator.  What  bearing  has  it.  Do  you 
say  you  are  going  to  found  an  argument  for 
cutting  down  the  prices  upon  what  Serjeant 
Wrangham  said  in  1852? — I  propose  to  found 
this  argument  upon  it.  The  West  Middlesex 
has  powers  to  supply  in  tlie  parishes  of  Wands- 
worth, Putney,  and  Battersea.  I  have  not  got 
the  figures  before  me ;  but  I  think  T  am  right 
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in  saying  that  the  West  Middlesex  limit  for 
an  ordinary  house  is  something  like  one-third 
of  the  maximum  amount  which  the  Lambeth 
Company  can  charge.  If  the  West  Middlesex 
Company  were  doing  what  it  might  do,  and 
what  it  has  power  to  do,  that  is,  offering  to 
supply  the  consumer  in  the  Lambeth  district 
with  a  better  water  at  one-third  the  price,  the 
consumer  would  naturally  take  the  Middlesex 
water,  and  have  the  benefit  of  better  water  and 
lower  prices.  That  is  the  position  in  which  the 
consumer  ought  to  be  at  the  present  time. 

1882.  You  mean  that  he  ought  to  be  in  a 
position  to  call  upon  the  West  Middlesex  to  give 
him  that  better  and  cheaper  supply  ? — That  is  a 
different  matter  altogether.  He  was  prevented 
from  getting  into  that  position  by  the  proviso 
you  refer  to ;  but  whilst  the  consumer  was 
given  no  power  to  compel  the  Company  to 
come  in  and  supply,  the  power  of  the  com- 
panies to  supply  in  competition  was  reserved 
to  them.  The  West  Middlesex  Company  has 
the  power  to  supply  if  it  thinks  fit  in  three 
important  parishes  in  the  Lambeth  district  and 
in  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  district. 

1883.  I  will  put  my  question  for  the  third 
time  :  How  do  you  propose  to  use  these  state- 
ments in  the  speeches  of  counsel  in  1852  as 
affecting  the  proceedings  before  the  arbitrator  ? 
— I  propose  to  argue  that  it  is  not  reasonable 
that  the  arbitrator  should  start  with  the  assump  - 
tion  that  the  Lambeth  Company  is  absolutely 
entitled  to  the  largest  sum  which  they  can  ex- 
tract from  their  district  by  levying  their  full 
maximum  rate  in  every  instance  ;  and  I  propose 
to  suggest  in  the  same  way  that  in  assessing 
the  purchase  money  of  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company,  the  arbitrator  should  not 
start  on  the  assumption  that  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  are  absolutely  entitled  to 
that  maximum  income. 

1884.  Then  you  are  not  going  to  lay  stress  on 
the  competition  question  on  the  sayings  of 
counsel  in  1852,  but  more  on  the  maximum  rate 
question  ;  is  that  it  ? — They  are  two  distinct 
things,  but  they  are  both  effective  in  the  same 
direction. 

1885.  Before  I  leave  this  question  of  com- 
petition, there  is  no  doubt  that  the  proviso  that 
I  have  drawn  the  Committee's  attention  to  at 
the  end  of  Section  47  of  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Act  of  1852,  did  protect  the  com- 
panies from  what  would  have  seriously  depre- 
ciated their  property,  and  saved  them  from 
compulsory  competition  ?  —Looking  at  it  from 
the  company's  point  of  view  you  may  say  that 
it  protected  them  against  competition. 

1886.  You  do  not  dispute  that,  do  you  ? — I 
look  at  it  from  the  consumer's  point  of  view. 

1887.  I  know;  but  looking  at  it  from  the 
companies'  point  of  view,  it  saved  them  from 
compulsory  competition  ? — Certainly  it  saved 
them  from  compulsory  competition. 

1888.  And  in  that  way  increased  the  value  of 
their  undertaking  ? — Not  necessarily.  That 
would  depend  entirely  upon  the  

1889.  It  left  them  open  to  voluntary  com- 
petition ? — You   interrupted   me  in   the  very 
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middle  of  my  sentence.  It  is  very  difficult 
indeed  to  answer  you. 

1890.  I  apologise.  I  say  the  proviso  in  the 
Act  of  1852  relieved  the  companies  from  the 
obligation  to  compulsorily  compete  with  an 
existing  company  whether  they  liked  it  or  not  ? 
— Yes. 

1891.  And  left  it  open  to  them  to  compete  if 
thev  chose,  or  thought  it  profitable  to  do  so  ? — 
Yes. 

1892.  Therefore,  that  proviso  protecting  them 
from  compulsory  and  ruinous  competition  was 
distinctly  advantageous  to  them  from  their 
point  of  view  ? — I  think  it  would  probably  be  so. 

1893.  It  must  have  been  ?— Yes. 

1894.  May  I  ask  you  then  what  is  the  meaning 
of  this.  I  do  not  think  it  has  been  referred  to 
yet ;  among  the  directions  to  the  arbitrator 
(reading  from  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill, 
which,  though  it  is  not  quite  like  the  Lambeth 
clause,  is  practically  the  same  as  Clause  6  of  the 
Lambeth  Bill),  at  the  bottom  of  page  9,  you  gave 
a  direction  to  the  arbitrator  that  he  shall  "  have 
regard  to  the  statutory  powers  of  any  other 
company  to  compete  in  any  part  of  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Company's  district,  and  the 
rights  of  any  other  body  or  company  to  supply 
water  in  the  Southwark  Company's  district, 
whether  as  now  existing  under  statute  or  as  may 
be  likely  to  exist  in  the  future."  That  is,  that 
he  shall  take  into  consideration  that  matter  as 
affecting  and  qualifying  the  value  of  the  under- 
taking of  the  South  warli  and  Vauxhall  Company? 
— As  relative  to  the  value  of  the  undertaking 
one  way  or  the  other. 

1895.  That  is,  you  direct  him  that  he  is  to 
take  into  consideration  that  as  diminishing  the 
value  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company's 
undertaking. 

Mr.  Stanhope.']  Before  that  question  is  put, 
what  distinction  is  there  between  the  clause  in 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill,  and  the  clause 
in  the  Lambeth  Bill? 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1896.  I  shall  be  able  to  show  you,  sir,  in  a 
minute.  (To  the  Witness.)  Before  I  pass  on, 
are  you  aware  that  much  later  than  1852,  as  late 
as  1884,  Parliauient  gave  express  power  to  these 
two  competing  companies,  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  and  the  Lambeth  Companies,  to  enter 
into  agreements  to  avoid  competition  ;  are  you 
aware  of  that  fact  ? — I  know  the  clause  to  which 
you  refer. 

1897.  It  is  the  23rd  section  of  the  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Act  of  1884:  "With  respect  to 
any  parish,  other  than  the  parish  of  Lambeth, 
district  or  place  in  which  the  company "  (that 
is  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company)  "  and 
the  Lambeth  Company  respectively  supply  or 
are  authorised  to  supply  water,  the  company  and 
the  Lambeth  Company  may  at  any  time  after 
the  passing  of  this  Act  and  from  time  to  time 
enter  into  any  contracts  or  agreements,  and  may 
also  from  time  to  time  vary,  alter,  or  rescind 
any  such  contracts  and  agreements,  and  enter 
into  other  contracts  or  agreements  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  which  parts  of  such  parishes, 
districts,  or  places  aforesaid  shall  be  thence- 
forward 
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forward  supplied  by  the  company  and  the 
Lambeth  Company  respectively,  and  such  pro- 
visions may  incluae  agreements  with  respect  to 
any  acts,  deeds,  matters,  or  things  incidental  to 
such  supply,  provided  that  no  such  contract  or 
agreement  shall  in  any  way  interfere  with  or 
affect  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  any 
company  towards  the  consumers  of  water,"  and 
so  on.  "Were  you  aware  of  that  provision  as  late 
as  the  year  1884  ?— Yes. 

1898.  In  which  Parliament  has  expressly  en- 
dorsed the  action  of  parcelling  out  their  dis- 
trict, so  as  to  avoid  competition  in  the  same 
place  ? — No,  I  do  not  agree  with  you  at  all 
about  that.  I  think  the  most  important  part  of 
that  clause  is  the  proviso.  It  shows  what  was 
intended.  "  No  such  contract  or  agreement 
shall  in  any  manner  interfere  with  or  affect  the 
duties  and  responsibilities  of  either  company 
Towards  the  consumers  of  water  or  the  public, 
or  the  rights  or  interests  of  such  consumer.-*  of 
water  or  the  public  as  against  either  company. 

1899.  Why  is  that  more  important  than  the 
operative  part  of  the  clause,  which  says  that 
they  may  enter  into  agreements  to  parcel  out 
their  districts? — We  thought  that,  subject  to 
that  proviso,  there  was  no  great  harm  in  the 
company  getting  what  seemed  to  be  a  purely 
domestic  power. 

1900.  I  am  only  drawing  your  attention  to  it 
as  an  extension  of  the  policy  of  1 852,  which  was 
that  they  were  not  compellable  to  compete  in 
each  other's  districts  ? — I  do  not  a^iree  with  that 
at  all.  I  think  the  proviso  is  the  important 
part.  Althougli  the  companies  were  allowed  to 
carry  out  purely  domestic  arrangements  between 
themselves,  it  was  expressly  provided  that  no 
such  contract  or  agreement  should  in  any  man- 
ner interfere  with  or  affect  the  duties  or  respon- 
sibilities of  either  company  towards  the  consumers 
of  water  or  the  public. 

1901.  Allow  me  to  point  out  to  you,  if  you 
remember  the  provision  of  1352,  that  the  pro- 
viso is  not  the  most  important  part  of  it,  because 
they  have  no  responsibility  towards  the  public  in 
a  place  where  they  are  not  supplying  the  public 
with  water,  and  the  other  company  is.  However, 
I  pass  from  that,  and  I  bring  you  back  to  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill  ? — Do  not  take  me 


as  agreeing  

1902.  1  do  not  assume  anything.  I  do  not 
want  to  waste  time  in  endeavouring  to  get  you 
to  agree  with  me.  I  only  draw  your  attention 
to  these  matters.  Notwithstanding  those  pro- 
visos, you  ask  that  the  arbitrator  should  be 
authorised  and  instructed,  in  fact  ordered,  to 
have  regard  to  these  matters  as  affecting  the 
value  of  the  undertaking  ? — We  ask  that  he 
should  have  regard  to  them. 

1903.  And,  of  course,  affecting  it  in  the  sense 
of  diminishing  it? — I  think  that  it  probably 
would  have  that  effect. 

1904.  Have  you  any  doubt  about  it? — Yes; 
I  do  not  agree  with  the  way  that  you  put  it. 
It  is  intended  that  we  should  be  able  to  argue 
that  the  Arbitrator  is  not  to  proceed  upon  the 
basis  of  your  present  income  which  is  derived 
from  the  exercise  to  the  full  of  your  maximum 
powers  of  charging. 
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1905.  I  will  come  to  that  in  a  minute.  I  will 
read  on  a  little  further  in  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Bill.  "  The  effect  of  the  amendment 
in  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company's 
Act  of  1852,  and  the  incorporation  of  Section  35 
of  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1847,  with  the 
special  Act  and  the  amendment  of  the  South- 
wark Company's  Act  of  1852."  The  Act  of 
1852  is  the  Act  under  which  they  got  the  proviso 
that  relieved  them  from  compulsory  supply,  is  it 
not  ? — Yes  ;  at  least,  you  had  better  describe  it 
correctly.  It  is  the  proviso  under  which  the 
consumer  would  not  have  the  same  power  that  he 
would  have  had  under  the  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act  of  1847. 

1906.  He  is  to  take  into  consideration  the 
effect  of  the  amendment  of  that  Act  as  affecting 
the  value  of  the  company's  undertaking  to  be 
bought,  is  that  so  ? — -Yes. 

1907.  When  was  that  Ajit  of  1852  amended  ? 
— It  has  not  been  amended  yet. 

1908.  Then  what  do  you  mean  by  telling  him 
to  take  into  consideration  the  amendment  of  it  ? 
— You  have  overlooked,  perhaps,  Clause  3  of 
our  present  Bill. 

1909.  Do  you  mean  that  it  is  an  amendment 
which  you  are  introducing  into  this  present  Bill  ? 
— If  the  Committee  think  fit  to  pass  Clause  3  of 
this  Bill. 

1910.  It  is  a  pity  you  did  not  tell  the  Com- 
mittee !so.  Do  I  seriously  understand  you  that  you 
tell  me  that  that  amendment,  which  is  an  instruc- 
tion to  the  arbitrator  to  take  into  consideration 
as  crippling  the  value  of  our  undertaking,  is  an 
amendment  which  you  are  proposinp;  to  introduce 
into  this  very  Bill  in  Clause  3  ? — You  see  it  is. 

1911.  If  you  tell  me  that  seriously,  I  must 
accept  it  from  you.  Now  let  me  read  Clause  3  : 
"  As  from  the  date  of  this  Act  so  much  of  the 
Special  Act  as  excepts  from  incorporation  there- 
with the  Section  numbered  35  in  '  The  Water- 
works Clauses  Act,  1847,'  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  repealed ;  and  the  last  proviso  of  Section  47 
of  the  Act  of  1852  shall  be  deemed  to  be  re- 
pealed, and  the  said  Section  35  of  '  The  Water- 
works Clauses  Act,  1847,'  shall  be  incorporated 
with  the  Special  Act."  Mr.  Cripps,  do  you 
seriously  tell  me  that  you  are  asking  Parliament 
in  the  very  Bill  which  is  to  authorise  a  compul- 
sory transfer  to  repeal  provisions  in  the  existing 
Acts  of  the  Company  in  order  to  cut  down  the 
value  of  it? — The  Council  consider  that  the  time 
has  arrived  when  that  particular  proviso  ought 
to  be  repealed. 

1912.  Just  consider!  This  cannot  be  bond 
fide  legislation,  you  know,  because,  inasmuch  as 
this  is  a  Bill  to  take  the  property  out  of  the 
hands  of  the  companies,  there  can  be  no  ques- 
tion of  their  being  hereafter  called  upon  to  lay 
down  mains  in  a  competing  district  Do  vou 
follow  me  ?  —  Of  course  it  is  possible  that 
Part  II.  of  this  Bill  might  pass  alone — I  do  not 
know  whether  the  Committee  are  likely  to 
pass  it. 

1913.  What!  that  the  Committee  would  pass 
Part  II.  of  this  Bill  ?  — I  only  say  that  it  is 
possible. 

1914.  Is  it  possible;  I  ask  you  as  a  Parlia- 
mentary agent,  is  it  possible  ?  — I  think  so  ;  I 
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think  it  is  possible.  You  are  asking  me,  I  take 
it,  to  explain  what  is  the  meaning  of  these  words 
on  page  10  of  the  Bill. 

1915.  No,  I  am  not  ;  I  beg  your  pardon.  You 
want  to  lead  me  deftly  away  to  another  part  of 
the  Bill.  I  am  going  to  stick  to  Clause  ?,.  This 
Bill  is  introduced  by  you  for  the  purpose  of 
compulsorily  buying,  as  from  a  certain  date,  the 
undertaking  of  the  Southwark  and  Vaaxhail 
Company  ? — That  is  not  the  effect  of  Part  IT.  of 
the  Bill. 

1916.  Is  not  this  essentially  a  purchase  and 
transfer  Bill ;  is  not  that  its  scope  ?  —  Yes,  I 
think  so, 

1917.  Then,  if  that  Bill  passes  and  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Company's  undertaking  is 
transferred  to  the  London  County  Council,  there 
is  no  more  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  to  compete 
or  supply  water  or  do  anything  ? — That  would 
be  so. 

1918.  Therefore  there  can  be  no  bond  fide  idea 
of  legislating  with  a  view  to  compelling  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  to  lay  mains 
in  the  future  ? — That  Avould  be  so. 

1919.  Then  this  is  a  clause  not  introduced  for 
any  bond  fide  piu'pose  of  regulating  the  conduct 
of  the  Company,  but  simply  and  solely  to  cut 
down  the  purchase-money  ? — Well,  the  Council 
think  the  time  has  arrived,   

1920.  Just  answer  the  question.  Is  not  the 
simple  and  sole  object  of  the  introduction  of 
Clause  3  in  the  Bill  to  cut  down  the  purchase- 
money  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  ? 
— Well,  I  think  it  would  have  the  effect  of 
reducing  the  purchase-money  which  the  Com- 
pany might  otherwise  claim. 

1921.  Is  not  that  the  only  object  with  which 
it  is  introduced  ?— Well,  I  tell  you  it  was  not  the 
only  object  with  which  it  was  introduced. 

1922.  What  other  object  do  you  suggest  ? — 
Because  it  was  thought  when  the  Bill  was  framed 
that  it  was  possible  in  the  development  of  the 
case  that  Part  2  of  this  Bill  might  be  proceeded 
with  and  no  more. 

1923.  Do  you  mean  that  seriously? — I  tell 
you  it  was  so  thought  when  the  Bill  was  intro- 
duced. 

1924.  So  that  in  the  event  of  your  not  being 
able  to  purchase  us,  you  might  give  us  a  kick  as 
we  went  out  of  the  door? — No,  rather  that  we 
should  give  the  consumer  a  right  to  have  that 


Mr.  Bidder — continued, 
water  at  that  price  which  he  really  ought  to 
have  had,  and    which  you  prevent  him  from 
having. 

1925.  And  do  you  present  it  to  the  Committee 
as  a  reasonable  and  fair,  and  admissible  thing, 
when  you  find  in  the  Act  of  the  Company  which 
you  propose  to  take  compulsorily,  a  proviso  of  a 
protective  character  which  adds  to  the  value  of 
their  undertaking,  to  ask  Parliament  in  your 
purchase  Bill  to  repeal  that  proviso  in  order  that 
you  may  cheapen  the  thing  you  are  buying  ? — 
I  can  only  answ  er  that  by  saying  that  the  Council 
thought  that  the  time  had  arrived  when  the 
proviso  ought  to  be  repealed,  and  if  they  could 
justify  its  repeal  to  the  Committee,  then  the 
arbitrator,  of  course,  would  have  to  take  into 
account,  or  would  have  regard  to  the  effect  of 
that  repeal. 

1926.  And  by  one  of  those  curious  coincidences 
that  do  sometimes  occur,  the  time  had  arrived 
for  cutting  down  our  protection  simultaneously 
until  the  purchase  by  the  London  County  Council  ? 
— Well,  the  Council  thought  it  really  was  not 
reasonable  in  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
that  you  should  go  to  an  arbitration,  starting 
upon  the  basis  of  being  entitled,  or  claiming  that 
you  were  entitled,  to  the  largest  income  which 
you  could  get  by  exercising  your  full  maximum 
powers. 

1927.  I  have  here  Mr.  Burdett's  book,  and 
Sir  William  Harcourt  is  there  represented  as 
answering,  as  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  in 
1883,  a  Deputation  on  the  London  Water  Ques- 
tion, apparently  directing  itself  to  this  matter,  or 
very  nearly  to  it,  and  he  says  :  "  I  cannot  myself 
accept  the  proposition  that  you  could  deal  with 
the  water  companies,  or  any  other  person  by 
simply  repealing  their  rights,  and  making  their 
rights  what  you  choose  them  to  be."  That  looks 
very  like  what  you  are  trying  to  do  here.  Do  you 
remember  that  saying  of  Sir  William  Harcourt's. 

ChnirnianJ]  On  what  occasion  was  that  ? 

Mr.  Bidder. j  That  was  in  answer  to  a  deputa- 
tion in  1883  on  the  question  of  the  Water  Meter 
Bill  for  London.  It  was  a  proposal  to  repeal 
and  alter  the  clauses. 

The  Witness  withdrew. 

[Adjourned  till  To- morrow, 
at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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Mr.  Henry  Lawrence  Cripps,  recalled 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1928.  At  the  outset  I  have  one  note  from  the 
Proceedings  of  1852,  which  I  had  net  before  me, 
and  which  throws  a  light  on  the  narrative  you 
were  giving  the  Committee  yesterday,  and  throws 
a  light  ako  on  the  proviso  of  that  clause  in  the 
Southwark  and  "Vauxhall  Company's  Act  of 
1852,  and  the  corresponding  clauses  of  the  other 
company's  Act  ;  have  you  got  the  Proceedings 
of  that  Committee  of  1852  of  the  7th  June  ? — I 
have  not  them  at  the  moment  before  me  ;  I  am 
more  or  less  familiar  Avith  them,  I  think.  I  will 
get  them. 

1929.  Perhaps,  to  save  time  (you  can  verify  it 
afterwards)  let  me  ask  this  :  Lord  Seymour,  I 
think,  was  Chairman  of  the  Committee,  was  he 
not? — iNo,  he  was  not. 

1930.  He  was  a  Member  of  the  Committee 
then  ? — He  was  a  Member  of  the  Commit)  ee. 

1931.  That  will  do  for  n:e  ?— He  had  mtro- 
duced  the  Bill  of  1851,  but,  of  course,  the  pro- 
posals of  1852,  subsequently  intvodiiced,  were 
introduced  at  the  instance  of  the  Government. 

1932.  "Will  you  look  at  page  758  of  the  Pro- 
ceedings of  that  Committee  ;  on  the  7th  June 
1852  you  will  find  Lord  Seymoiu-  says  with 
reference  to  that  subject  :  "We  wish  to  exempt 
you  from  supplying  the  whole  district  which  you 
take  in  your  Bill  because  portions  of  it  you  have 
fiiven  up  to  other  companies."  Then  he  goes  on 
to  say  :  "  We  do  not  wish  to  force  you  to  carry 
your  pipes  into  the  Grand  Junction  District  or 
the  West  Middlesex  District,  but  we  want  to 
have  you  compellable  to  carry  your  pipes  into 
any  suburban  district  whenever  it  becomes  built 
on."  That  appears  to  be  an  explicit  statement 
on  the  part  of  the  Committee,  does  ifnot,  that 
their  object  was  to  prevent  the  companies  being 
compellable  to  carry  their  pipes  into  a  district 
already  supplied  by  another  company  ? — I  think 
not.  That  was  the  point  I  was  referi'ing  to 
yesterday.  You  see  the  pi'oceedings  which  you 
are  alluding  to  now  were  on  the  East  London 
Waterworks  Bill  on  the  7th  June  1852.  The 
Southwark  and  V^auxhall  Bill  had  passed  the 
Committee  and  had  been  reported,  I  think,  a 
month  pi'eviously  ;  but  I  can  find  that  out  from 
the  Journals,  as  it  is  rather  important. 

1933.  You  need  not  trouble  your  head  about 
384. 


;  and  further  Cross-examined,  as  follows  : 

Mr.  /izA/er —continued. 

any  particular  Bill.  Do  you  really  say  that 
Avhen  Lord  Seymour  said,  "  We  wish  to  exempt 
you  from  siipplying  the  whole  district  because 
j)ortions  of  it  you  have  given  up  to  other  com- 
panies," that  he  did  not  mean  that  that  would 
not  force  the  company  to  go  on  laying  pipes  in  a 
district  already  supplied  ? — I  say,  to  begin  with, 
that  that  had  reference  to  the  East  London  Com- 
pany, and  not  to  the  other  companies. 

1934.  I  will  settle  that  if  you  raise  that  point, 
because  if  you  look  at  the  bottom  of  the  same 
page  Lord  Seymour  says,  "  A  clause  must  be 
put  into  all  these  Bills  to  the  same  effect "'  ? — 
Yes,  that  -was  so. 

1935.  And  a  clause  was  put  into  all  those 
Bills  to  the  same  effect  ? — That  was  so. 

1936.  And  with  the  same  object? — -Yes.  May 
I  explain  that  between  the  date  in  May,  which  I 
was  first  referring  to,  and  this  date  in  June,  a 
great  deal  had  occurred — the  whole  of  the  dis- 
cussion, in  fact,  upon  the  charging  powers  of  the 
companies  and  the  way  in  which  they  would  be 
controlled  and  regulated. 

1937.  Yes  ;  you  can  do  that  if  you  think  it 
desirable  ;  1  do  not  object.  Now  1  am  going  to 
something  else.  J  have  your  evidence  of  yester- 
day before  me,  and  I  have  got  exactly  what  you 
said  on  the  one  subject  I  was  cross-examining 
about  yesterday,  and  I  want  to  draw  your  atten- 
tion to  it.  It  is  page  235  of  yesterday's  minutes. 
Question  1725.  I  need  not  read  the  question  ; 
I  will  read  your  answer  :  "  I  think  that  the 
arbitrator  should  consider  whether  he  is  to 
assume  that  an  income  derived  from  charging 
the  maximum  rate  in  all  cases  is  one  which  he 
ought  fairly  to  take  into  consideration,  or  whether 
he  ought  not  on  the  other  hand  to  give  effect  to 
the  pledge  given  by  the  companies,  and  treat  the 
statutory  maximum  income  which  these  com- 
panies might  levy  as  resulting  from  a  rate  which 
ought  to  be  receded  from  in  the  majority 
probably  of  instances."  That  is  yovu*  answer  of 
yesterday.  I  understand,  therefore,  as  the 
foundation  of  that,  that  you  put  forward  the 
utterances  of  the  late  Serjeant  Wraiigham  and 
other  gentlemen  as  constituting  pledges  by  the 
various  companies  to  Parliament  to  reduce  their 
rates  ? — I  put  them  forward  really  as  

s  2  1938.  Would 
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1938.  Would  you  say  yes  or  no?  Am  I  right 
in  understanding  that  you  put  forward  those 
utterances  which  you  quoted  as  constituting 
pledges  by  the  companies  to  Parliament  to  reduce 
more  or  less  their  rates  ? — It  was  not  a  pledge 
to  reduce. 

1939.  Cannot  you  say  yes  or  no? — No,  it 
was  not.  It  was  not  a  pledge  to  reduce  their 
rates. 

1940.  Then  what  do  you  mean  in  this  answer 
by  the  words  "  the  pledge  given  by  the  com- 
panies" ;  what  was  the  pledge? — It  was  a 
pledge  that  they  would  not  charge  their  maxi- 
mum rates  ;  that  the  maximum  rates  which  they 
were  then  asking  power  to  charge  were  not  to 
be  exacted  except  in  a  few  extreme  cases — a 
pledge  that  they  should  be  receded  I'rom  in  the 
majority  probably  of  instances. 

1941.  You  draw  a  distinction  between  reducing 
the  rates  below  the  maximum,  and  in  charging 
the  maximum.  I  accept  that,  though  it  is 
rather  a  fine  point.  Then  you  I'epresent  to  this 
Committee  that  the  company  by  their  counsel, 
or  their  witnesses,  or  both,  gave  pledges  to  Par- 
liament in  1852  that  in  the  majority  of  instances 
they  would  not  charge  their  legal  maximum? — 
They  did  give  those  pledges. 

1942.  Is  that  your  position  ? — Yes,  that  is  my 
contention. 

1943.  And  that  they  have  broken  those 
pledges? — I  believe  so. 

1944.  And  that  therefore  Parliament  ought  to 
remedy  the  breach  of  faith,  and  punish  them  by 
a  compulsory  reduction  of  their  rates  ? — No,  I 
do  not  say  that.  I  suggest  that  that  particular 
pledge  ought  to  be  under  the  consideration  of 
the  arbitrator,  so  that  he  should  have  regard 
to  it. 

1945.  Stop  a  moment :  .«urely  if  the  com- 
panies have  given  pledges  to  Parliament,  and 
have  broken  those  pledges  to  Parliament,  Par- 
liament is  the  proper  authority  to  rectify  that 
breach  of  good  faith  ? — 1  agree  there  is  a  good 
deal  to  be  said  in  iavour  of  an  application  to 
Parliament  to  reduce  the  charging  powers  of  the 
Lambeth,  and  Southwai'k  and  Vauxhall  Com- 
panies— both  of  them. 

1946.  On  the  ground  of  breach  of  faith  of 
these  pledges  in  1852  ? —  Yes,  that  amongst 
others. 

1947.  1852  is  now  43  years  ago.  How  many 
times  have  all  these  comjaanies  been  in  Parlia- 
ment since  1852  ;  may  I  say  scores  of  times?  — 
A  ;:ood  many  times.  I  think  I  have  referred  to 
20  Bills  which  have  been  introduced  since  1880, 
and  I  cannot  tell  how  many  were  introduced 
before. 

1948.  I  think  on  every  recent  occasion  either 
the  London  County  Council  or  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works,  their  predecessors,  have  been 
{)resent  as  petitioners,  and  discussing  the  terms 
and  adjustments  of  those  Bills  ? — Subject,  of 
course,  to  the  difficulties  which  we  have  already 
explained,  they  have.  The  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  were  not  always  present,  because  you 
succeeded  in  getting  them  surcharged  in  respect 
of  their  expenditure  in  opposing  the  Bills. 

1949.  And  the  rates  of  the  companies,  I  think, 
have   been  before   Parliament    since  1852  ? — 
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Thi  re  has  never  been  any  com^jlete  reconsidera- 
tion of  the  charging  power  of  the  companies,  so 
far  as  I  am  aware. 

1950.  I  want  your  careful  attention  to  this 
question  :  Has  the  London  County  Council  or 
their  predecessors,  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works,  or  anybody  for  that  matter,  ever  on  any 
one  of  those  numerous  occasions,  when  the  com- 
panies have  been  before  Parliament,  suggested 
there  has  been  any  breach  of  faith  and  depar- 
ture from  pledges  given  in  1852  ? — I  do  not 
know.  I  do  not  think  the  question  has  ever  been 
raised. 

1951.  So  far  as  you  know,  there  has  been  no 
attempt  in  all  these  43  years  to  allege  breach  of 
faith  against  any  one  of  these  eight  companies  ? 
— It  has  been  constantly  spoken  of,  of  course, 
but  it  has  never  been  before  Parliament. 

1952.  What  you  talk  about  in  your  council 
chamber  I  do  not  care  about ;  but  am  1  not 
right  in  saying  there  has  never  been  an  attempt 
to  suggest  to  Parliament  that  any  one  of  these 
companies  has  been  guilty  of  breach  of  faith  in 
respect  of  pledges  given  in  1852  ? — Yes ;  first 
of  all,  until  1888  there  never  Avas  any  represen- 
tative municipal  authority  for  the  Avhole  of  Lon- 
don to  deal  with  these  questions.  Next,  up  to 
1892,  there  was  no  power  on  the  part  of  any 
local  body  representing  London  to  introduce 
Bills  into  Parliament  dealing  with  these  matters. 

1953.  Did  my  ears  deceive  me.  Whether 
there  was  a  proper  representative  body  I  agree 
with  you,  but  whether  there  was  a  proper  repi'e- 
sentatlve  body  or  not,  were  not  you  describing 
to  the  Committee  how  the  county  council  came 
for  Bill  after  Bill,  and  you  insisted  on  sinking 
fund  clauses  being  put  in  in  the  public  interest  ? 
— There  was  a  limited  protection,  of  course, 
obtained  in  many  of  the  Acts  as  a  condition  for 
the  companies  raising  additional  capital. 

1954.  But  you,  for  the  county  council,  have 
been  here  time  after  time  representing  the  water 
interests  of  the  metropolis,  asking  Parliament 
and  getting  from  Parliament  an  insertion  of 
clauses  in  the  interest  of  the  public  ? — We  have 
been  here  on  the  limited  question,  of  whether  or 
not  the  companies  were  asking  u  larger  amount 
of  additional  capital  than  was  necessary,  and 
subject  to  what  conditions  the  companies  should 
be  empowered  to  raise  such  additional  capital  as 
was  necessary. 

1 955.  But  the  question  was  only  limited  by 
what  you  chose  to  bring  forward,  and  you  have 
given  me  an  answer  that  nobody  has  ever  made 
such  a  suggestion  before.  Do  not  take  me  as 
admitting  the  evidence  you  quoted  yesterday, 
but  I  do. not  want  to  weary  the  Committee  with 
it.  I  pass  from  that  to  ask  you  one  or  two 
general  questions  upon  Clause  7  of  the  South- 
wark  and  Vauxhall  Bill  or  Clause  6  of  the 
Lambeth  Bill,  the  arbitration  clause  ? — The 
terms  of  the  clauses  are  identical  in  both  Bills, 
except  that  there  are  three  lines  in  the  South- 
wark  and  Vauxhall  Bill,  at  the  top  of  page  10, 
which  are  not  in  the  Lambeth  Bill. 

1956.  I  want  to  ask  you  particularly  before  I 
ask  you  generally,  on  the  principle  oi  the  clause, 
this  question.     You  say  that  among  other  things 
the  arbitiator  shall  have  regard  to   "  the  ade- 
quacy 
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quacy  and  efficiency  of  the  present  source  of 
sujjply  and  the  reservoirs,"  and  so  on,  "  and  the 
probalde  necessity  of  the  future  introduction  of 
a  new  source  of  supply,  and  the  legality  of  the 
charges  now  made  or  claimed  by  the  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Company."  I  draw  your  atten- 
tion to  those  two  particular  matters.  You  claim, 
do  you,  that  the  arbitrator  shall  have  regard  to 
these  questions — the  sufficiency  of  our  sources  of 
supply,  and  tlie  legality  of  our  charges  ? — Yes. 

1957.  Do  you  mean  that  he  should  inquire 
into  the  question,  and  ascertain  whether  our 
sources  are  sufficient  and  our  charges  are  legal 
or  in  excess*  of  what  is  legal  ? — Yes. 

1958.  Do  you  propose  at  all,  before  this  Com- 
mittee, to  give  evidence,  and  go  into  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  our  charges  are  legal,  for 
instance  ;  or  are  you  going  lo  leave  that  to  the 
arbitrator  ? — Of  course,  the  length  of  this  in- 
quiry is  rather  limited  by  the  period  of  the 
Session.  I  do  not  think  we  do  propose  to  do 
more  than  suggest  to  the  Committee  what  we 
hope  will  be  sufficient  reason  for  making  it  clear 
that  the  arbitrator  should  have  power  to  consider 
those  matters. 

1 959.  Then  it  is  for  him  to  decide  those  ques- 
tions, yes  or  no,  on  those  matters  ?  

Chairman. 

1960.  You  say  it  is  for  the  arbitrator  to 
decide,  yes  or  no.  What  do  you  mean  exactly 
by  that  ?—  I  do  not  think  it  was  our  intention — 
certainly  not  my  intention,  and  subject  to  what 
Counsel  may  say,  I  do  not  think  it  is  the  inten- 
sion of  the  clause  that  the  arbitrator  should  take 
the  place,  as  regards  legality  of  charges,  of  a 
court  of  law.  He  should  be  empowered  to  in- 
quire into  the  question  of  legality,  and  have 
regard  to  that  question  ;  but  if  he  desired  a 
decision  as  lo  the  lethality  of  a  particular  charge, 
I  do  not  think  there  is  anything  in  this  clause 
which  is  intended  to  enable  him  to  give  a  decision 
on  his  own  account,  but  that  it  would  rather  have 
to  go  to  the  Courts  to  decide,  first  of  all,  the 
question  of  legality. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

1961.  In  fact,  that  he  shoiild  state  a  special 
case,  or  something  of  that  sort  ? — Yes. 

1962.  And  that  then  the  thing  should  be 
threshed  out  through  the  various  Courts  to 
decide  whether  our  charges  are  legal  ? — There 
are  so  many  points  that  it  is  difficult  to  say  ex- 
actly what  form  the  inquiry  would  take. 

1963.  But  that  is  the  sort  of  idea  in  your 
mind  ? — Yes. 

1964.  Then  inasmuch  as  you  do  not  propose 
to  give  evidence  before  the  Committee,  and  you 
leave  it  to  the  arbitrator,  helped  by  the  Courts 
in  future,  why  do  you  agk  this  Committee  to 
decide  the  question  offhand  against  us? — We  do 
not  ask  the  Committee  to  decide  any  question 
offhand  against  you. 

1965.  Do  you  not.  Will  you  kindly  turn  to 
page  5  of  the  preamble  of  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Bill,  and  see  what  you  propose  this 
Committee  should  assert  with  the  emphasis  and 
conclusive  force  of  Parliament.  In  page  5,  line 
19,  of  the  preamble  of  the  Bill  you  are  asking 
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this  Committee  to  say,  "  And  whereas  the  South- 
wark Company  have  exhausted  the  powers  of 
drawing  water  from  the  Thames  conferred  on 
them  by  Parliament,  and  cannot  legally  and 
efficiently  supply  the  requirements  of  their 
district,  and  have  charged,  and  are  charging,  the 
consumers  of  water  in  their  district  rates  for  the 
supply  of  water  drawn  by  the  Southwark  Com- 
pany from  the  Hiver  Thames  in  excess  of  their 
legal  power"? — I  think,  having  regard  to  the 
course  which  we  have  now  taken  in  this  matter, 
that  the  recital  in  the  preamble  goes  further  than 
we  intend  to  prove  before  the  Committee.  It 
might  be  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  Coimcil, 
that  that  is  not  so.  If  you  wish  me  to  go  further 
into  it,  I  can. 

1966.  Allow  me  to  draw  your  attention  to  this. 
In  your  Bill,  as  deposited,  and  not  a  word  has 
been  suggested  up  to  this  moment  as  to  with- 
drawing or  altering  any  portion  of  the  preamble ; 
it  has  passed  suh  sUentio  until  this  moment.  Not 
only  is  that  placed  in  the  preamble,  but  it  is 
given  as  the  reason  why  it  is  desirable  to  transfer 
to  a  public  authority.  You  say,  wherein  we  have 
exhausted  our  powers,  and  cheated  the  public 
(you  do  not  use  the  word,  of  course),  by  charging 
in  excess  of  our  powers,  and  our  storage  is  in- 
sufficient, it  is  expedient  we  should  be  transferred 
to  the  London  County  Council ;  so  that  you  are 
actually  proposing  to  take  this  Bill  in  a  form 
which  would  condemn  us  as  a  company  who  were 
at  the  end  of  their  tether  as  far  as  water  was 
concerned,  and  send  us  before  an  arbitrator  who 
is  to  take  that  into  consideration,  and  that  we 
had  been  convicted  by  Parliament  of  that  offence? 
— What  is  your  question  ? 

1967.  I  say  that  is  really  what  you  have  been 
proposing  to  this  Committee  to  do?— Yes. 

1968.  And  you  then  make  a  pretence  in 
Clause  7  of  leaving  it  as  a  matter  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  arbitrator  ? — Shall  I  explain  to 
you  what  we  intend  to  cover  by  that  clause  in 
the  preamble  ? 

1969.  When  you  have  answered.  The  ordi- 
nary rule  is  answer  first,  explanation  afterwards  ? 
— The  proposal  of  Clause  7  is  that  the  arbitrator 
should  have  regard  to  the  particular  matters 
which  are  set  out  in  that  clause. 

1970.  But  allow  me  to  remind  you  that  five 
minutes  ago  you  were  telling  the  Committee  lie 
was  to  consult  the  Courts,  if  necessary,  as  to 
whether  our  charges  were  legal  or  not  ? — Yes. 

1971.  And  yet  if  your  preamble  be  passed  as 
you  propose,  it  could  not  go  to  the  Courts,  be- 
cause Parliament  would  have  already  decided  the 
question  ? — I  have  already  explained  to  you  that, 
in  my  opinion,  having  regard  to  the  course  which 
we  are  now  taking  with  regard  to  this  Bill,  we 
should  not  give  evidence  which  Avould  justify 
that  paragraph  of  the  preamble  in  that  form. 

1972.  So  I  gather,  and  so  I  expected  all  along  ; 
but  you  never  suggested  to  the  Committee  that 
you  would  not  ask  them  to  pass  the  preamble  in 
that  form  ? — That  would  be  on  the  opening 
speech.    I  am  not  sure  how  it  was  dealt  with. 

1973.  It  is  not  on  the  opening  speech.  Very 
well,  I  will  pass  from  that  ;  I  wish  to  put  a  few 
questions  on  the  general  j)rinciple  of  the  clause. 
Is  not  the  general  principle  on  which  water  com- 
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panies  and  undertakings  have  1  een  compulsorlly 
transferred,  or  may  not  I  take  it  as  the  typical 
clause  that  which  I  put  before  Mr.  Charles  Harri- 
son, at  page  110  of  the  evidence.  Question  855. 
It  is  one  out  of  many.  I  have  no  doubt  you  can 
produce  scores  of  them,  but  I  suggest  to  you 
whether  this  is  not  a  fair  example  of  the  ordinary 
clause  which  is  adopted  in  the  compulsory 
transfer  of  water  undertakings.  It  is  the  Amble- 
side clause  :  "  The  company  shall  sell,  and  the 
Council  shall  purchase  the  undertaking  of  the 
company  for  such  price  or  consideration,  and  on 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon 
between  the  company  and  the  Council,  or  as, 
failing  such  agreement,  shall  be  determined  by 
arbitration,  in  accordance  with  tbe  provisions 
of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  with  reference  to  the 
purchase  and  taking  of  lands  otherwise  than  by 
agreement,  and  in  the  construction  of  the  said 
provisions  the  expression,  '  the  promoters  of 
the  undertaking "  shall  mean  the  Council,  and 
the  expression  '  land '  shall  mean  the  under- 
taking of  the  company,  provided  that  for  the 
purpose  of  any  such  arbitration  the  sale  and  pur- 
chase shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  sale  and  purchase 
by  compulsion  and  not  by  agreement."  Is  not 
that  the  ordinary  form  ? — I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  ordinary  form,  or  anything  you  can  call 
one  ordinary  form  over  another.  I  do  not  know 
the  Ambleside  case  myself 

1974.  Blot  out  the  word  Ambleside  ;  have  you 
one  word  to  say  against  that  clause  as  a  model 
clause  for  the  compulsory  purchase  by  an  autho- 
rity of  the  established  waterworks  in  their  dis- 
trict ? — Yes.  I  might  point  out  this  :  I  think 
you  waved  before  Mr.  Harrison  three  different 
Acts  of  Parliament,  or  two,  at  all  events,  as  being 
instances  of  that  as  a  model  form. 

1975.  Never  mind  Mr.  Harrison. 

Mr.  Freemian.^  You  asked  him  whether  that 
is  not  an  ordinary  form,  and  he  is  answering 
your  question  now. 

Mr.  Bidder.^  That  is  not  my  question.  Never 
mind  whether  it  is  Ambleside  or  Jericho  or  any- 
where else,  have  you  any  criticism  or  objection 
to  raise  to  that  as  a  fair  clause  for  the  providing 
for  the  compulsory  transfer  of  the  undertaking 
ot  an  existing  water  company  to  the  local  autho- 
rity? 

Witness.]  Yes ;  I  do  not  think  it  would  be 
appropriate  in  this  case.  I  do  not  agree  that  it 
is  a  model  form. 

1976.  Would  you  mind  leaving  this  case  alone 
for  one  moment.  I  ask  the  question  generally. 
I  put  aside  Ambleside  and  I  put  aside  London, 
and  I  ask  you,  have  you  any  adverse  criticism  to 
make  to  that  clause  as  a  fair  provision  for  the 
case  of  a  compulsory  transfer  of  the  undertaking 
of  an  existing  water  company  to  a  local  autho- 
rity ? — I  can  only  say  this,  I  have  no  doubt  it 
was  a  right  and  proper  clause  in  the  case  of  the 
Ambleside  Act. 

1977.  Now  put  aside  Ambleside  and  put  aside 
London  ;  speaking  in  general  terms,  is  there  any- 
thing in  that  clause  which  you  think  is  unfair  and 
improper  ? — Yes.  I  would  very  much  rather 
take  the  other  clause  which  you  put  to  Mr. 
Charles  Harrison,  the  Northvvich  Clause, 
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1978.  You  would  like  Northwich  better,  would 
you  ? — Yes. 

1979.  1  will  refer  to  Northwich.  I  notice  that 
is  avoiding  answering  my  question,  but  I  shall 
come  back  to  it  ? — I  will  read  it :  "  The  price 
in  default  of  agreement  shall  be  such  sum  not 
being  less  than  8,000/.  as  such  arbitrators  or 
umpire  shall  ascertain  or  determine  to  be  the 
value  of  the  said  undertaking  to  the  purchaser." 

1980.  You  do  not  read  quite  fairly;  you  did 
not  mean  it,  1  daresay,  because  you  have  omitted 
the  operative  words  in  the  clause  :  "  The  local 
board  shall  purchase  the  undertaking  of  the 
Limited  Company,  and  that  company  shall  sell 
the  undertaking  at  a  price  to  be  agreed  upon,  or, 
failing  agreement,  to  be  determined  by  two 
arbitrators  or  an  umpire  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act."  About  as  identical 
with  the  clause  I  gave  you  as  well  could  be  ? — 
But  I  thought  you  Avere  asking  me  

1981.  Forgive  me  ;  I  was  asking  you  whether 
the  clause  in  Question  855,  as  a  general  clause, 
applicable  to  such  a  case,  was  a  fair  clause,  or 
whether  you  had  any  objection  to  it.  You  have 
led  me  up  to  this  Northwdch  clause,  and  I  will 
discuss  it.  It  seems  to  me  the  Northwich  clause 
is  exactly  on  all  fours  with  the  one  I  quoted  to 
you  :  "  Within  a  certain  period  the  local  board 
shall  purchase  the  undertaking  of  the  Limited 
Company,  and  that  company  shall  sell  the  same 
at  a  price  to  be  agreed  upon,  or,  failing  agree- 
ment, to  be  determined  by  two  arbitrators  or  an 
umpire  under  the  provisions  of  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act."  You  are  content  with  that,  are  you  ?— 
Will  you  finish  out  the  clause.  If  the  companie^^ 
would  offer  us  that  same  clause  we  should  con- 
sider it,  and  I  think  it  would  go  a  long  way  to 
meet  the  case. 

1 982.  I  am  not  offering  a  clause  ;  I  am  op- 
posing the  Preamble  ? — But  you  offered  this 
clause  to  Mr.  Charles  Harrison  ;  you  put  it 
before  him  as  a  precedent. 

1 983.  You  display  great  ingenuity  in  leading 
one  from  the  question,  which  it  is  difficult  to 
combat,  but  I  shall  try  to  do  so.  1  put  to  you 
the  clause  set  out  in  Question  855,  and  I  ask 
you,  have  you  any  objection  to  that  as  a  fair 
clause  ? — Yes. 

1984.  Your  answer  to  me  is:  "  I  prefer  the 
Northwich  Clause."  Now,  I  read  the  North- 
wich Clause,  which  is  the  clause  you  say  you 
prefer,  and  I  ask  you,  how  does  it  differ  from  the 
Ambleside  Clause  ? — Because,  according  to  the 
Ambleside  Clause,  as  [  read  it — of  course,  I  do 
not  know  the  facts  of  the  case — the  arbitrator 
would  proceed  on  the  ordinary  basis  of  the  com- 
pany's statutory  income,  and  would  have  the 
purchase-money  upon  that.  Under  the  North- 
wich Clause  he  would  have  to  consider  what  was 
the  value  of  the  undertaking  to  the  purchasers. 
Now,  that  shortly  expresses  what  we  seek  to  pro- 
vide here.  We  do  not  want  both  to  have  to  buy 
this  undertaking  as  if  it  was  sufficient  for  all 
purposes  and  all  time,  and  then  to  have  to  super- 
add to  that  the  cost  of  making  it  efficient.  Wo 
want  to  buy  it  on  what  is  the  fair  value  of  the 
thing  itself  to  the  purchasers.  That  is  what  Par- 
liament has  indicated  in  the  Northwich  Clause, 
which  vou  suggest. 

1985.  To 
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1985.  Do  you  consider  the  value  of  a  thing  is 
what  it  is  worth  ;  what  it  is  worth  is  what  it  is 
worth  to  anybody.  Have  you  had  much  practical 
experience  in  compensation  cases  ? — I  have  been 
in  the  middle  of  these  arbitration  cases  and  arbi- 
tration clauses  for  the  last  20  years. 

1986.  But  have  you  had  any  experience  in  the 
practice  of  compensation  cases,  and  the  conduct 
o£  these  arbitrations? — It  is  not  my  business  at 
all ;  I  am  concerned  in  drafting  and  settling 
clauses,  and  advising  on  the  interpretation  of 
statutes,  and  only  very  incidentally  and  rarely 
in  the  actual  conduct  of  cases  before  arbi- 
trators. 

1987.  Let  me  bring  that  to  a  point.  Your 
criticism  of  the  Ambleside  Clause,  which  I  pre- 
sent as  a  typical  clause,  is,  that  yovi  prefer  the 
Noi'thwich  Clause  because  it  has  "  value  to  the 
purchasers  "  instead  of  "  value  "  ? — Yes. 

1988.  But  let  me  meet  you  on  the  question  of 
principle.  Under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  and 
under  the  clause  in  Question  855,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  arbitrator  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the 
undertaking,  is  it  not  ? — Yes  ;  we  know,  of 
course,  the  process  adopted. 

1989.  And,  of  course,  you  are  aware,  T  pre- 
sume, that  it  is  not  only  competent  to  the  arbi- 
trator, but  it  is  his  absolute  duty  in  ascertaining 
that  value,  to  take  into  consideration  every  ele- 
ment which  legitimately  affects  it  either  one  way 
or  the  other  ? — I  think  most  legal  authorities 
would  not  agree  with  you.  I  doubt  whether 
Mr.  Bidder  himself  would  agree  with  his  own 
proposition. 

1990.  Never  min^  whether  I  would  agree; 
that  is  not  the  question  for  the  Committee  ;  the 
question  is,  what  is  your  answer  to  my  question. 
(The  shorthand  writer  read  the  question.  (Q.) 
And,  of  course  you  are  aware,  I  presume,  that  it 
is  not  only  competent  to  the  arbitrator,  but  it  is 
his  absolute  duty  in  ascertaining  that  value,  to 
take  into  consideration  every  element  which 
legitimately  aifects  it  either  one  way  or  another)  ? 
— No,  I  do  not  think  it  is.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
arbitrator,  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  to  ascer- 
tain what  is  the  value  of  the  land  to  the  owner  of 
the  land,  and  not  what  is  the  value  of  the  land  to 
the  parties  who  buy  it. 

1991.  We  need  not  bother  our  heads  about 
land  ?— Well,  if  you  apply  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act  to  an  undertaking,  it  is  the  same.  If  you 
apply  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  simply  to  the 
ascertainment  of  the  value  of  an  undertaking — 
of  course,  I  do  not  profess  to  give  a  legal  opinion 
of  my  own — I  think  it  would  generally  be  per- 
fectly well  known  if  yoa  applied  that  Act  to  the 
ascertainment  of  the  value  of  an  undertaking, 
the  arbitrator  must  ascertain  the  value  of  the 
undertaking  to  those  to  whom  it  belongs,  and  not 
the  value  of  the  undertaking  to  those  who  are 
going  to  buy  it. 

1992.  Why  not?-Why  not?  Because  iu 
this  case,  unless  all  the  circumstances  which  affect 
its  value  

1993.  Just  consider.  Supposing  I  have  an 
undertaking  which  is  good  to  produce  me,  and  is 
producing  me,  1,000/.  a  year,  and  on  all  the  evi- 
dence, after  making  every  allowance  for  out- 
goi-ngs  and  expenditure  that  I  have  to  face,  the 
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probabilities  are  nhat  it  will  go  on  producing  me 
1,000/.  a  year  ;  that  undertaking  is  worth  to  me, 
on  the  basis  of  20  years'  purchase,  20,000/.  Do 
you  say  it  would  be  fair  to  cut  me  down  and 
make  me  take  less  than  20,000/.  because  the  pur- 
chaser is  restricted  in  some  way  which  prevents 
his  utilising  the  undertaking  when  he  has  got  it  ? 

— I  think  it  

1993  a.  Do  answer  my  question.  You  never 
answer  a  question  by  any  chance  ;  I  insist  upon 
having  an  answer  ? — I  think,  in  the  first  instance, 
in  a  case  of  this  kind,  the  disability  of  the  pur- 
chaser to  obtain  the  same  value  from  the  under- 
taking as  you  are  now  getting,  is  something 
which  might  be  taken  into  consideration,  but  I 
go  further  than  that.  I  think  that  in  the  first 
instance  the  real  question  is  whether  the  income 
which  you  are  getting,  on  which  you  claim  to  be 
compensated,  is  a  legal  income,  a  reasonable  in- 
come, and  a  proper  income. 

1994.  Whether  it  is  a  legal  income,  of  course, 
is  a  question  the  arbitrator  would  be  bound  to  go 
into  if  it  were  raised,  would  he  not  ? — I  doubt  it 
very  muoh, 

1995.  Do  you  suggest  that  if,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  we  have  been  getting  our  income  by  cheat- 
ing the  public,  it  would  not  be  open  to  the 
County  Council  to  show  the  arbitrator  that  we 
were  making  improper  charges,  and  that  our  in- 
come, confined  to  our  legal  maximum,  would  be 
so  much  less  ? — I  have  already  said,  in  answer  to 
a  similar  question,  that  I  think  it  would  be  very 
difficult  to  contend  that  an  arbitrator  would  not 
take  that  fact  into  consideration,  provided  he  is 
in  a  position  to  ascertain  the  exact  questions  of 
legality  or  illegality. 

1996.  May  I  ask  you  this.  You  have  told  me 
very  frankly  that  it  is  not  your  business  to  conduct 
or  take  part  in  arbitrations,  and  you  have  no 
experience  of  your  own.  Have  you  any  autho- 
rity to  cite  for  that  proposition,  or  any  opinion 
of  counsel  in  support  of  it  ?  

Chairman. 

1997.  I  must  have  misunderstood  the  last 
answer.  I  understood  you  agreed  with  the  pro- 
position of  Mr.  Bidder,  did  you  not.  I  thought 
you  said  it  would  be  difficult  for  the  arbitrator  to 
refuse  to  take  into  consideration,  it  he  had  means 
of  ascertaining  through  a  legal  tribunal  or  other- 
wise, if  the  charges  were  fair  or  not  ? — -I  think 
he  would ;  but  would  you  kindly  allow  me  to  ex- 
plain the  difficulty  in  my  mind  on  that  point. 
Assume  for  the  moment  that  there  is  a  bond  fide 
question  as  to  whether  certain  charges  of  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company,  for  instance, 
are  legal.  I  do  not  assert  the  fact  one  way  or 
the  other ;  but  assuming  there  is  a  bond  fide 
question.  At  the  present  moment  those  charges 
are  jjaid  ;  the  consumers  pay  them.  Nobody 
goes  to  law  for  the  sake  of  5s.  or  10s.,  or  what- 
ever it  may  be.  The  companies  get  that  income ; 
actually  get  it  year  by  year,  and  they  get  it  for 
ever  so  long.  Surely  it  would  be  quite  possible 
for  them  to  contend  before  an  arbitrator  :  You 
must  take  that  fact  into  consideration,"  just  as 
Mr.  Bidder  puts  it,  "  so  long  as  we  have  this 
concern,  we  shall  get  that  income." 

s  4  +-  *  1998.  Not 
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Mr.  Bidder. 

1998.  Not  if  it  is  illegal,  because  the  consumer 
or  the  County  Council  in  the  interests  of  the 
consumer,  might  raise  the  question,  and  go  to  the 
courts  and  put  a  stop  to  it? — On  the  contrary; 
when  the  local  authorities  sought  to  raise  one  of 
those  questions,  the  company,  whether  your  com- 
pany or  the  Lambeth  Company,  I  forget  now, 
applied  to  the  Court  for  an  injunction  to  prevent 
them  spending  their  money  for  the  purpose,  only 
within  the  last  few  months,  and  the  court  held 
that  the  local  authority,  as  local  authority,  had  no 
power  to  expend  their  funds  in  that  manner,  and 
the  proceedings  therefore  dropped. 

Chairman. 

1999.  I  think  the  point  the  Committee  would 
like  to  understand  is  this  ;  in  the  first  place,  what 
is  there  to  prevent  the  arbitratoi',  supposing  the 
case  is  argued  in  the  way  you  suggest  before 
him  on  behalf  of  the  County  Council,  and  these 
charges  are  illegal  under  the  earlier  part  of  this 
Clause  7  in  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill, 
having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  considering  that,  I  do  not  mean  to  say  as 
a  thing  that  ought  to  be  an  element  in  the  price, 
but  as  a  thing  he  is  to  come  to  a  decision  upon. 
What  is  there  to  prevent,  if  necessary,  the  qvies- 
tion  being  raised  before  a  court  of.  law  as  to  the 
legality  of  these  chai'ges,  not  by  a  ratepayer,  but 
by  one  of  the  parties  to  the  arbitration  ? — I 
think,  sir,  as  1  have  endeavoured  to  explain 
before,  an  arbitrator  would,  under  the  words 
which  you  have  read  at  the  commencement  of 
the  clause  clearly  have  j)Ower  to  entertain  a  ques- 
tion of  the  legality  of  particular  items  of  charge. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2000.  Then  you  and  I  agree  ? — Yes. 

Chairman. 

20Ul.  And  he  would  necessarily  have  a  right 
to  take  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law  upon  it  ? — 
I  think  he  would  have  the  opportunity  of 
stating  a  case. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2002.  Then  we  are  agreed  about  that.  Now, 
will  you  point  to  any  question  which  would  be 
a  proper  element  in  the  consideration  of  value 
which  he  could  not  take  into  consideration  ? — 
May  I  endeavour  to  illustrate  that  by  reference 
to  your  own  company  ? 

2003.  No  ;  by  reference  to  my  own  company's 
Transfer  Bill  you  may.  I  will  put  it  in  another 
form.  For  example,  take  Clause  7  of  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Transfer  Bill.  There  are  a 
great  many  things  which  it  is  suggested  the 
arbitrator  should  have  regard  to,  many  of  which 
I  agree  are  proper  elements  of  value,  and  which 
should  be  considered,  and  others  which  I  think 
it  is  extremely  improper  to  suggest  the  arbitrator 
should  consider.  Will  you  point  in  that  list  of 
matters  which  the  arbitrators  are  to  consider,  in 
your  clause  on  page  9,  to  any  one  which  is  a 
proper  element  of  value,  and  which  you  venture 
to  say  he  could  not  consider  without  any  direction  ? 
— Take  them  all  through,  from  beginning  to  end. 

Chairman.']  "  Would  not  be  entitled  to  con- 
sider." 

Mr.  Bidder.]  Quite  so  ;  which  he  would  not 


be  entitled  to  consider — which  it  would  not  be 
within  his  power  to  consider  without  any  special 
direction. 

Witness.]  I  will  take  paragraph  1,  for  instance 
— the  first  head. 

2004.  Do  you  say  he  would  not  be  able  and 
entitled  to  consider  the  condition  and  state  of 
repair  ? — You  must  read  the  whole  :  "  together 
Avith  any  liabilities  or  obligations  in  connection 
with  their  undertaking  which  the  Lambeth  Water 
Company  may  reasonably  be  required  or  ex- 
pected to  incur." 

2005.  Do  you  not  think  we  had  better  stop 
before  the  word  "  together."  Do  you  mean  to 
say  that  down  to  that  word  he  is  not  entitled  and 
it  would  not  be  his  duty  to  consider  the  condi- 
tion and  state  of  repair,  and  so  on,  and  the  pro- 
bable future  expenditure  on  the  works  ? — No,  I 
do  not  think  it  would.  Let  me  take  one  parti- 
cular point. 

2006.  Are  you  aware  that  yesterday  you 
told  the  Committee  distinctly  he  would ;  are 
you  prepared  to  say  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  is 
wrong? — No;  I  think  learned  counsel  are 
always  right  more  or  less, 

2007.  Let  me  draw  your  attention  then  to 
Question  1744.  He  says,  "  There  is  just  one 
point  that  I  want  to  make  perfectly  clear,  be- 
cause I  think  it  is  in  the  minds  of  one  or  two 
members  of  the  Committee.  There  are  some  of 
these  matters  that  by  admission  an  arbitrator, 
even  if  he  were  not  instructed  would  consider  ; 
for  instance,  take  the  simplest  case,  the  condi- 
tion and  state  of  repairs  of  the  reservoirs."  Do 
you  really  tell  us  that  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  is  all 
wrong,  and  that  in  that  simplest  case  you  venture 
to  say  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  consider  it  ? — 
1  think  he  would  ;  in  a  general  way  I  think  he 
would  be  entitled  to  consider  the  condition  and 
state  of  repair  of  the  reservoirs. 

2008.  Then  do  you  accept  that  legal  opinion 
of  Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  or  are  you  going  to  say 
it  is  wrong  ? — No,  I  accept  it. 

2009.  Then  we  will  put  aside  your  answer 
that  you  doubt  whether  he  could  take  into  con- 
sideration the  condition  of  repair  of  the  reser- 
voirs?— I  accept  it  subject  to  this — there  is  one 
condition  I  should  like  to  suggest  upon  it. 

2010.  I  pass  on  from  that  and  read  the  latter 
part  of  the  paragraph,  "  together  with  any  lia- 
bilities or  obligations." 

Chairman.]  I  think  the  witness  wanted  to 
make  some  qualification  of  his  last  answer. 

Witness.]  Yes,  I  think  there  is  a  certain 
difficulty  which  arises  from  the  form  of  the 
transfer  as  proposed  by  these  Bills,  After  this 
transfer  all  liabilities  of  the  companies  would  of 
course  have  gone,  and  the  question  is  whether 
the  arbitrator  would  have  to  consider  the  condi- 
tion and  state  of  repair  of  the  reservoirs  as  in- 
volving a  future  liability  on  the  companies.  Of 
course  if  the  undertakings  were  remaining  in  the 
hands  of  the  companies,  they  would  from  time  to 
time  have  to  execute  repairs  of  their  reservoirs, 
but  after  the  whole  of  the  undertaking  has  been 
transferred  bodily,  as  proposed  under  these  Bills, 
to  the  London  County  Council,  there  would  be 
no  longer  existing  any  liability  to  the  company 
to  repair  in  any  way  their  reservoirs, 

2011.  I  should 
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2011.  I  should  think  not  ;  after  the  Council 
had  taken  over  the  property  they  would  take 
over  the  liabilities  ? — But  it  seems  to  me  unless 
you  expressly  direct  the  arbitrator  to  have  re- 
gard to  the  condition  and  state  of  efficiency  of 
the  reservoirs,  it  is  very  doubtful  whether  or  not 
he  would  be  able  to  make  a  proper  allovsance  in 
respect  of  them  as  against  the  company's  pur- 
chase-money. 

2012.  Then  you  do  mean  to  say,  do  you,  that 
Mr.  Balfour  Browne  is  wrong,  and  that  you  do 
not  accept  his  opinion.  You  did  accept  it  yes- 
terday, you  know  ? — No,  I  quite  accept  it  in 
this  sense. 

2013.  You  either  accept  it  or  you  do  not.  He 
stated  it  as  a  legal  question,  and  Mr.  Balfour 
Browne  has  had  a  large  experience,  as  we  all 
know,  on  compensation  cases,  and  has  written  a 
book  on  the  subject,  and  he  is  one  of  the  two 
counsel,  you  know,  who  you  say  you  are  acting 
on  the  advice  of.  He  says  some  of  these 
matters  the  arbitrator  would  take  into  considera- 
tion; for  instance,  taking  the  simplest  case,  the 
condition  and  state  of  repair  of  the  reservoirs.  I 
want  it  plainly.  Do  you  accept  that  statement 
in  its  entirety,  or  do  you  wish  to  suggest  Mr. 
Balfour  Browne  is  wrong  in  his  law  ? — I  have 
already  said  I  accept  it  subject  to  this  point.  I 
am  not  quite  clear  whether  or  not  that  would  not 
be  altered  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  under- 
taking of  the  Company,  the  value  of  which  is  to 
be  ascertained,  would  have  been  already  trans- 
ferred under  these  Bills  to  the  London  County 
Council  before  the  valuation  was  undertaken. 

2014.  May  I  point  out  to  you  that  that  is  one 
of  the  features  of  your  Bill  we  strenuously  object 
to,  and  that  can  be  cured  by  making  your  Bill 
in  the  ordinary  form,  viz.,  that  you  get  the  pro- 
perty when  you  pay  for  it  ?- — ^That  particular 
doubt,  of  course,  would  not  exist  if  this  were  a 
purchase  in  the  sense  of  a  ])urchase  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act ;  that  we  agree  to. 

2015.  I  know  if  it  were  a  purchase  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act,  none  of  these  difficulties 
would  arise.  I  agree,  but  you  are  really  suggest- 
ing to  the  Committee  that  because  you  have 
chosen  to  put  your  Bill  in  this  abnormal  form  of 
taking  the  undertaking  before  you  assess  the 
value  of  it,  an  arbitrator  might  he  shut  out  fi*om 
considering  what  the  outgoings  were  likely  to 
be  and  the  repairs.  Do  you  really  suggest  that 
seriously  ? — Yes ;  I  really  suggest  it  as  a  thing 
that  ought  to  be  carefully  considered  in  reference 
to  this  particular  case. 

2016.  Have  you  any  authority,  opinion  of 
counsel,  case,  or  legal  text-book  whatever  in 
support  of  such  a  suggestion? — No,  I  can  find 
no  precedent  for  the  state  of  things  which  exists 
here,  or  for  the  way  we  propose  to  deal  with 
them. 

2017.  I  pass  on.  Will  you  kindly  cast  your 
eye  down  the  rest  of  the  instructions  to  the 
arbitrator  in  the  clause,  and  answer  this  ques- 
tion :  Is  there  any  one  which  is  a  proper  sub- 
ject for  the  arbitrator  to  take  into  consideration 
as  an  element  of  value  which  you  will  venture 
to  say  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  take  into  con- 
sideration in  a  general  arbitration  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act  ? — Yes. 
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2018.  Which? — Speaking  generally,  I  should 
say  nearly  all  of  them. 

2019.  Do  not  speak  generally  ?  — Then  I  will 
s])eak  practically.  I  will  take  the  efficiency  of 
the  mains— the  condition  and  state  of  repair  of 
the  mains. 

2020.  That  is  the  one  we  have  done  with  ? — 
No,  you  were  dealing  with  reservoirs. 

2021.  Are  you  going  to  di*avv  a  legal  distinc- 
tion ;  do  you  say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  arbi- 
trator might  inquire  into  the  condition  and  state 
of  repair  of  the  reservoir,  but  not  the  pipes. 
Do  you  assert  that  as  a  proposition  of  law  ? — I 
assert  there  are  difficult  questions  connected 
with  the  state  of  the  mains  which  differ  from 
questions  in  connection  with  the  state  of  the 
reservoirs. 

2022.  Are  you  seriously  telling  this  Com- 
mittee that  you  assert  as  a  proposition  of  law — 
of  law,  mind — that  although  an  arbitrator  under 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act  can  inquire  into  the  con- 
dition and  state  of  repair  of  the  reservoirs,  he 
cannot,  as  a  proposition  of  law,  go  into  the 
condition  and  state  of  repair  of  the  pi])es  ? — Y^es, 
I  do.  The  condition  of  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  mains  is  such  that  there  has, been  a 
complete  breakdown  in  all  the  distribution  of 
water  ■ 

2023.  You  are  going  into  facts  now,  not  law  ? 
— I  only  take  the  fact  to  explain  my  argu- 
ment. 

2024.  Do  not  let  it  be  said  I  am  preventing 
you  giving  any  explanation,  but  remember  it  is 
a  question  of  law,  not  of  fact  —  At  the  present 
moment  the  mains  of  the  Southwark  and  Vaux- 
hall Company  have  been  laid,  as  I  venture  to 
suggest,  not  with  proper  efficiency,  but  in  a 
scrambling  way,  so  as  to  enable  the  company  to 
obtain  the  largest  amount  of  income  during  the 
present  time,  and  in  view  of  a  probable  purchase. 
Those  mains  are  laid  for  the  most  part  (or,  at 
least,  to  a  great  extent)  so  near  to  the  surface  of 
the  roads,  and  so  insufficiently  protected,  that 
there  is  great  risk  of  a  complete  breakdown  in 
the  event  of  a  frost.  Y^ou  must  remember  this 
Bill  was  framed  before  the  late  winter,  and  the 
winter  has  most  clearly  exemplified,  I  suggest, 
the  importance  of  this  particular  matter. 

2025.  May  I  ask  you,  has  the  late  winter 
changed  the  law  ? — No  ;  but  it  has  given  a  very 
effective  illustration. 

2026.  No ;  the  Bill  having  been  deposited 
before  the  late  winter,  you  can  hardly  quote  it 
as  a  reason  why  you  put  these  paragraphs  into 
your  section  ? — Yes,  1  can. 

2027.  You  shall  not  run  away  up  that  bye- 
lane.  Let  me  bring  you  back  to  the  point.  You 
have  asserted  as  a  proposition  of  law— of  law, 
mind — that  though  an  arbitrator  under 
Lands  Clauses  Act  can  inquire  into  the 
dition  of  the  reservoirs,  he  cannot  inquire 
the  condition  of  the  pipes.  Now,  I  ask 
have  you  any  aiuhority  whatever,  text-bodk,  or 
decision  or  opinion  of  counsel,  to  support  that 
proposition,  because  it  is  an  astounding  one  to 
us.  I  venture  to  assert,  challenging  you  as  a 
lawyer,  that  it  has  no  foundation  whatever  ? — I 
cannot  say  anything  more  about  it  than  that. 
At  the  present  moment  this  company,  with  its 
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mains  in  their  present  condition,  is  able  to  divide 
a  certain  income  ;  the  reason  why  it  can  divide 
that  income  is  this  :  it  has  not  spent  the  proper 
amount  of  money  in  putting  its  mains  into  what 
we  should  consider  a  proper  condition.  Had 
those  mains  been  so  laid  as  to  be  perfectly 
secure  against  any  interruption  by  means  of 
frost,  further  capital  must  have  been  spent,  and 
there  must  have  been  a  further  deduction  l)y  way 
of  interest  before  the  net  income  of  the  com- 
pany available  for  dividend  was  arrived  at.  At 
the  present  moment,  notwithstanding  all  that, 
the  company  is  dividing  a  certain  income.  It 
has  taken  the  risk  of  the  thing.  Tkis  last  winter 
may  have  upset  all  their  calculations.  I  do  not 
know  ;  but  the  company  has  taken  the  risk  of 
that,  and  therefore  is  able  to  divide  a  certain 
income.  Now  it  is  not  fair  we  should  have  to 
buy  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  undertaking 
on  the  basis  of  the  income  now  divided  amongst 
the  shareholders,  unlesss  you  take  into  account 
the  fact  that  these  mains  are  so  laid  that  an 
immediate  large  expenditure  upon  them  would 
be  proper  even  if  the  thing  were  left  in  the 
hands  of  the  Company,  and  will  be  absolutely 
essential  directly  the  thing  is  transferred  to  the 
Council. 

Chai7-man. 

2028.  But  supposing  it  is  so,  what  is  to  pre- 
vent the  arbitrator  from  going  into  that  ques- 
tion, quite  as  much  as  going  into  the  condition 
of  the  reservoirs  and  filter-beds? — I  think,  sir, 
that  the  company  would  submit  to  the  arbitrator, 
"Whatever  you  may  say  about  the  condition  of 
these  mains  does  not  affect  us;  the  mains  are  in 
such  a  state  that  we  have  always  got  our  in- 
come, and  we  have  got  our  income." 

2029.  My  question  is  not  as  to  what  conclu- 
sion the  arbitrator  would  arrive  ar.  He  might 
agree  with  you,  or  he  might  not ;  but  what  is 
there  to  prevent  him  going  into  the  question  if 
it  is  submitted  to  him,  just  as  much  as  going 
into  the  question  of  the  reservoirs  and  filter- 
beds,  which  you  have  ;igreed.  he  could  go  into. 
I  do  not  say  what  conclusion  he  would  arrive  at ; 
but  why  should  he  not  consider  it  ? — My  notion 
is  that  there  is  this  reason,  that  the  companies 
would  claim  that  their  purchase  money  must  be 
based  on  a  certain  number  of  years  purchase  of 
their  divisible  income. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2030.  I  quite  agree  with  yovi ;  no  doubt  it 
would  be  so? — Yes;  that  would  be  so.  And  I 
doubt  very  much  whether,  in  the  absence  of 
some  direction,  an  arbitrator  could  consider  the 
fact  that  the  mains  are  in  such  a  state  that  it 
certainly  is  reasonable  and  proper  that  they 
should  .b6  relaid  at  a  much  greater  depth. 

Chairman. 

2031.  Bvit  would  not  those  be  some  of  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  under  the  earlier  part 
of  the  clause?  — I  rather  doubt  it,  sir.  We  cer- 
tainly think  that  that  is  an  element  which  ought 
to  be  taken  into  consideration,  and  if  it  ought 
to  be  taken  into  consideration  it  would  be  well 
that  it  should  be  clearly  indicated  that  it  should 
be  taken  into  consideration. 

•■.ill  j.;fu 


Mr.  Bidder. 

2032.  I  do  not  want  to  prolong  this  particular 
point  ;  but,  at  any  rate,  I  shall  not  misrepresent 
you  in  saying  hereafter  to  the  Committee  that 
you  can  produce  no  authority  whatever  of  any 
kind,  enactment,  decision,  or  text-book,  or 
opinic'U  of  counsel,  in  support  of  your  sugges- 
tion, that  whilst  an  arbitrator  could  go  into  the 
condition  of  the  reservoirs,  he  could  not  go  into 
the  condition  of  the  pipes  ? — No.  But  allow  me 
to  say  that  I  meet  that,  of  course  

2033.  Of  course,  if  it  is  an  explanation,  I 
am  bound  to  admit  it ;  but  may  I  appeal  to  you 
in  the  interests  of  time  ? — Very  M'ell ;  I  will  wait 
until  Mr.  Freeman  asks  me. 

Chair  mail. 

2034.  You  had  better  finish  your  answer,  as  it 
is  very  important? — I  would  respectfully  sug- 
gest that  the  answer  to  it  is  this  :  that  we  have 
here  a  state  of  complication  and  confusion  which 
is  the  result  of  proceedings  during  the  whole 
of  the  last  century  of  a  nature  which  has  never 
existed  in  any  other  case  in  the  United  King- 
dom. No  such  state  of  things  has  ever  had  to 
be  dealt  with  by  law  or  arbitration  or  by  Parlia- 
ment before. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2035.  May  I  suggest  that  that  is  not  an  ej^- 
planation  of  the  answer  ?— Therefore,  of  course, 
I  cannot  find  you  any  precedents  for  the  par- 
ticular manner  in  which  we  propose  to  deal  with 
the  state  of  circumstances  which  I  say  is  unpre- 
cedented. 

2036.  I  did  not  ask  you  for  a  precedent  for 
the  particular  manner  in  which  you  propose  to 
deal  with  the  question ;  I  know  you  have  not 
got  a  precedent  for  that ;  but  I  was  asking  you 
for  a  precedent,  which  you  admit  you  have  not 
got,  for  your  proposition  of  law. 

Chairman.]  Some  members  of  the  Committee 
wish  to  be  quite  clear  whether  Mr.  Cripi)s  can 
or  cannot  give  any  authority  in  support  of  that 
view. 

Witness.^  No.  I  say  that  the  state  of  things 
is  unprecedented. 

Sir  James  Kitson. 

2037.  The  question  we  really  want  ynu  to 
answer  is,  can  you  give  us  an  instance  where  an 
arbitrator  has  not  taken  into  consideration  the 
question  of  the  pipes,  and  the  condition  of  the 
pipes  and  services  ;  can  you  give  us  such  an 
instance? — No,  I  do  not  think  I  can.  I  can  of 
course  point  the  attention  of  the  Committee  to 
more  than  one  case  where  for  one  reason  or 
another  it  has  been  thought  necessary  to  put 
the  arbitrator  in  a  different  position  to  that  in 
which  he  would  be  under  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act,  for  instance.  This  case  I  have  just  referred 
to. 

Mr,  Bidder. 

2038.  Were  not  your  firm  engaged  in  the 
Falkirk  case,  which  became  an  Act  in  1894  ? — 
No  ;  I  do  not  know  the  facts  of  it. 

2039.  Would  you  be  surprised  to  hear  that  in 
that  case  the  Corporation  

Mr.  Freeman.]  Mr.  Cripps  has  just  said  that 
he  knows  nothing  about  that.  ' 

Chairman.^ 
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Chuirmnn.']  It  is  hardly  wortli  while  asking 
about  it,  as  Mr.  Crip])s  says  he  does  not  know 
anythino  about  it. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2040.  Very  welJ,  sir,  I  will  pass  on.  (To  the 
Witness.)  Again,  giving  you  the  whole  range  of 
Clause  7,  have  you  any  other  of  these  instruc- 
tions which  you  venture  to  tell  the  Committee 
the  arbitrator  would  not  be  entitled  to  take  into 
consideration  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  with- 
out instruction  ? — Yes. 

2041.  Which? — There  are  several  of  these 
points. 

■I  2042.  Do  not  say  several,  take  them  one  by 
one  ? — Going  back  still  to  the  first  head  

2043.  I  thought  we  had  done  with  the  fiist 
head.  I  will  go  back,  if  you  wish,  but  that  is 
the  reservoirs,  and  1  thought  we  had  settled  that? 
—  Well,  take  "  Any  liabilities  or  obligations  in 
connection  with  their  undertaking  which  the 
houthwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  may  be 
reasonably  required  or  expected  to  incur." 

2044.  Do  you  venture  to  assert  to  the  Com- 
mittee that  an  arbitrator  is  cot  entitled  to  take 
those  into  consideration  ? —  1  think  so,  because 
those  liabilities  must  depend,  in  a  great  measure, 
upon  the  probabilities  of  future  action  on  the 
part  of  Parliament. 

2045.  But  do  you  know  that  arbitrators  do 
take  into  consideration  questions  of  that  kind, 
and  have  done  so  over  and  over  again  ?  —  Of 
course,  there  have  been  several  cases  where  an 
arbitrator  has  been  given  express  powers, 

2046.  Without  express  power.  Again,  have 
you  any  authority  whatever  for  that  jDroposition? 
— No  ;  I  have  already  explained  that  the  circum- 
stances here  are  unprecedented. 

2047.  I  am  not  asking  you  about  the  cir- 
cumstances ;  I  am  asking  you  about  the  proposi- 
tions of  law,  and  the  powers  of  an  arbitrator.  Is 
there  any  other  matter  which  you  ventvire  to 
suggest  the  arbitrator  could  not  not  take  into 
consideration?  —  No,  I  think  that  practically 
covers  nearly  all  this  clause.  We  have  the 
Eeport  of  the  Royal  Commission  and  we  have 
various  suggestions  made,  all  of  which  would 
involve  very  considerable  expenditure  on  the 
part  of  the  companies.  Now  it  is  quite  clear 
that  the  companies  would  say  to  our  arbitrator, 
unless  an  arbitrator  were  entitled  to  take  the 
thing  into  consideration,  "  W^hat  do  we  care  for 
the  Royal  Commission ;  we  have  already  re- 
pudiated the  suggestions  of  the  Royal  Com- 
mission; we  are  not  going  to  spend  any  more 
money  on  storage  or  on  filtration.  Suppose  they 
say  that"  

2048.  I  suppose  your  counsel  would  say  that 
which  is  right  and  just  from  his  point  of  view. 
All  I  am  discussing  now  is,  whether  those  are 
questions  which  the  arbitrator  would  be  entitled 
to  consider,  and  with  those  exceptions  you  admit 
they  are.  Now  I  come  to  the  proviso  at  the 
end  of  that  clause,  and  I  want  to  hear  what  you 
have  to  say  in  justification  of  that  :  "  Provided 
also  that  no  allowance  shall  be  made  by  the 
arbitrators  in  respect  of  any  claim  to  make  up  to 
the  prescribed  rate  any  dividend  which  shall  have 
been  payable  more  than  six  years  previously  to 
the  passing  of  this  Act."  1  stop  there  for  a 
moment.  Upon  what  ground  do  you  suggest 
that  you  can  justify  such  a  proposal  to  Parlia- 

.  384. 


Mr.  Bidder— ^contirnxBdi. 

ment  ?  It  is  not  a  question  for  him  to  consider, 
but  you  actually  forbid  him  to  consider  ?•  -We 
justify  that  by  the  recoiiiniendation  of  Sir 
William  Harcourt's  Committee. 

2049.  Which  recommendation  are  you  re- 
ferring to  ?  Did  Sir  William  Harcourt's 
Committee  recommend  that  in  purchasing  the 
companies  you  should  pass  enactments  to  reduce 
the  value  of  the  imdertakings  first? — Their 
conclusion  was  that  there  were  various  courses 
which  might  be  adopted.  The  paragraph  is 
paragraph  9 ;  it  is  a  little  long,  but  I  think  it 
is  all  relevant,  if  the  Committee  will  forgive  me. 
*^  The  companies  claim  the  right  still  further  to 
increase  their  rates  in  proportion  to  the  growth 
in  the  value  of  houses,  and  this  right  would 
have  no  legal  relation  to  the  augmentation  in 
the  quantity  or  improvement  in  the  quality  of 
the  water  supplied.  If  the  companies  were 
limited  in  the  amount  of  dividend  they  could 
earn,  as  was  contemplated  by  the  Waterworks 
Act,  1847,  there  might  be  some  reasonable 
restraint  on  their  power  to  enhance  the  charges 
against  the  consumer.  But  the  companies 
assert  their  right  under  the  title  of  back 
dividends  to  escape  Irom  any  such  limit. 
Indeed,  their  right  to  do  so  is  made  one  of  the 
grounds  for  demanding  so  large  a  price  from 
the  public  for  the  purchase  of  their  under- 
takings. The  calculations  on  which  the  agree- 
ments were  founded  proceeded  to  a  considerable 
extent  on  the  assumption  that  the  claim  of  the 
companies  to  back  dividends  was  established; 
In  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Smith,  the  possible 
amount  of  such  dividends  is  estimated  at  nearly 
20  millions.  The  coimsel  for  the  companies 
contended  before  the  Committee  that  the  right 
to  such  dividends  might  be  carried  back  to  the 
origin  of  the  company,  which  accounts  for  the 
astounding  figures  given  in  the  case  of  the  New 
River  Company  of  15,000,000/,  as  the  amount  of 
back  dividend.  The  counsel  for  the  Corporation 
and  the  iVl  etropolitan  Board  of  Works  main- 
tained, on  the  other  hand,  that  no  question  of 
back  dividend  could  arise  till  the  Act  which 
introduced  a  limit  came  into  force.  Without 
pronoimcing  an  opinion  on  the  legal  point,  your 
Committee  must  observe  that  if  the  contention 
of  the  companies  is  well-founded,  the  population 
of  the  metropolis  and  its  suburbs,  amounting  to 
four  millions  of  people,  would  be  left  at  the 
mercy  of  certain  trading  companies,  armed  with 
the  power  of  raising  the  price  of  one  of  the  first 
necessities  of  life  to  an  extent,  practically 
without  any  limit ;  a  situation  from  which  the 
companies  seem  to  consider  there  is  no  escape, 
except  in  the  purchase  of  their  undertakings,  at 
such  a  price  as  they  may  be  wilhng  to  accept.  If 
that  were  the  only  remedy,  the  consequences  to 
the  consumer  of  the  improvident  legislation  of  the 
past  would  be  indeed  intolerable.  But  Parliament 
is  not  unequal  to  redress  such  mischiefs  to  the 
public  interests.  The  manner  in  which  the  gas 
companies  have  been  dealt  with  by  Parliament 
may  be  referred  to  in  illustration  of  the  methods 
by  which  a  remedy  for  such  a  state  of  things 
may  be  effectually  provided."  Then  just  to  go 
on  for  the  moment  to  the  last  paragraph,  para- 
graph 11.  The  Committee  say,  "  In  the  consti- 
tution of  the  water  authority  your  Committee 
would  recommend  that   that  Ijody  should  be 
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Mr.  Bidder — continued. 

entrusted  witli  the  largest  discretion  as  to  the 
best  method  of  dealing  with  the  water  supply  of 
the  metropolis.  Various  courses  might  be 
adopted.  It  would  be  possible  to  proceed  by 
regulation  of  the  powers  of  the  existing  com- 
panies, as  in  the  case  of  the  gae  supply  ;  or 
by  the  introduction  of  an  independent  water 
supply ;  or  by  the  purchase  of  the  existing 
undertakings.  It  would  be  the  duty  of  the 
water  authority  maturely  to  examine  which  of 
these  schemes,  separately  or  in  combination, 
would  be  most  advantageous  to  the  public." 
The  Council  thought  they  could  not  overlook 
that  express  recommendation  of  so  authoritative 
a  committee,  and  they  have  therefore  proposed 
to  deal  with  that  matter  in  the  way  indicated, 
somewhat  on  the  same  lines  as  the  "as  case. 

2050.  As  you  have  referred  me  to  that  passage 
in  the  report  of  that  Committee,  may  I  ask  you 
this :  You  founded  it  in  the  case  of  the  gas 
companies  which  is  referred  to  ? — Yes. 

2051.  And  I  presume  you  are  referring  to  the 
Gas  Companies  Act  of  1857  ?  -  One  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  sixty. 

2052.  In  which  it  was  provided  that  it  should 
not  be  lawful  for  any  gas  company  to  apply  any 
of  their  profits  to  make  up  a  back  dividend  for 
more  than  six  years  previously  ;  that  is  what  you 
are  referring  to  ? — Yes. 

2053.  Is  that  any  precedent  for  this  ? — It  is 
not  an  exact  precedent,  of  course. 

2054.  Is  it  a  precedent  at  all  when  you  know 
the  circumstances?  —  !  think  so. 

2055.  Let  us  see.  In  the  first  place,  was  it 
a  purchase  of  the  gas  companies  ?  —  No. 

2056.  Were  the  gas  companies  going  on? — 
Yes. 

2057.  Under  the  powers  of  the  Act.  And 
did  they  get  a  very  valuable  quid  pro  quo  ?  You 
know  what  I  mean  ? — I  think  they  did  get  a 
very  valuable  quid  pro  quo — much  too  valuable. 

2058.  The  result  of  which  was  that,  being  up 
to  that  time  in  the  condition  you  have  described 
these  two  companies  as  liable  to  mutual  compe- 
tition, London  was  parcelled  out,  and  they  were 
each  given  a  monopoly  ? — Yes. 

2059.  Have  you  met  the  water  companies  of 
London  to  see  whether  they  would  give  up 
back  dividends  on  similar  conditions  ? — No. 

2060.  Then  where  is  the  parallel  ? — There  is 
no  parallel,  as  has  been  said  by  a  very  eminent 
gentleman,  whose  observations  have  been  already 
quoted  here,  between  the  case  of  water  and  the 
case  of  gas. 

2061.  But  you  have  brought  it  forward  as  a 
precedent? — No;  because  what  Sir  William 
Ilarcourt's  Committee  suggested  was  that  this 
question  of  back  dividends  must  be  dealt  with, 
and  it  might  be  dealt  with  in  the  same  manner 
as  in  the  case  of  the  gas  companies.  At  least 
I  take  that  to  be  the  clear  intention  of  the  re- 
commendation. 

2062.  I  suppose  when  you  qiiote  Sir  William 
Harcourt's  Committee's  report,  you  quote  it  as  an 
authority  for  doing  as  was  done  in  the  case  it 
refers  to.  It  refers  to  what  was  done  in  the 
case  of  the  gas  companies,  and  something  similar 
might  be  done  in  the  case  of  the  water  com- 
panies ? — Yes,  it  suggests  there  are  three  courses 
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to  be  taken,  either  separately  or  in  combina- 
tion, 

2063.  It  says  nothing  of  the  kind  ;  the  case  re- 
ferred to  is  a  case  where  the  gas  companies,  as  you 
admit,  in  return  for  the  most  valuable  monopoly 
which  they  had  not  got,  gave  up  back  dividends. 
How  is  that  a  precedent  when  you  are  buying 
the  concern  of  the  water  companies,  and  cutting 
off  their  back  dividends  without  any  return 
whatever  ? — I  base  that  suggestion  upon  the 
express  recommendation  of  a  Committee  of  Par- 
liament. 

2064.  I  know  you  do,  and  I  draw  your  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  you  are  not  doing  what  the 
Committee  of  Parliament  indicated  in  their 
recommendation,  but  doing  something  very 
different? — If  you  can  suggest  how  we  can 
meet  the  recommendation  of  Sir  William  Har- 
court  better  

2065.  Yes,  I  can  suggest.  Let  the  arbitrator 
say  what  the  fair  value  of  the  imdertaking  of  the 
company  with  its  present  legal  rights  is  in  each 
case.  Take,  for  example,  this.  Let  me  put  to 
you  one  case  ;  it  is  not  the  case  of  the  company 
I  represent.  If  I  mistake  not,  you  will  tell  me 
if  I  am  wrong,  the  Kent  Company  is  actually 
paying  12  per  cent,  per  annum  to  its  shareholders, 
of  which  2  per  cent,  is  back  dividends,  is  it  not? 
— Of  course  if  the  Committee  wish  me  to  do  it, 
1  can  deal  with  other  cases. 

2066.  Is  that  so  ? — That  is  not  the  case  before 
the  Committee.    Shall  I  go  into  that,  sir. 

C/iairinan.]  You  can  answer  the  question,  and 
explain  afterwards. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2067.  Is  it  the  case  that  the  Kent  Company 
at  the  present  time  are  actually  paying  12  per 
cent,  to  their  shareholders,  2  per  cent,  of  which 
represents  back  dividends  ? — I  do  not  know  what 
the  facts  as  to  the  Kent  Company  are  :  but  I  do 
know  this,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  they  are 
paying  in  addition  to  10  per  cent,  annually  to 
their  shareholders  something  further  in  respect 
of  back  dividends. 

2068.  That  will  do,  we  will  not  discuss  whether 
it  is  2  per  cent,  or  not.  And  that  they  have 
unexhausted  unsatisfied  back  dividends  whicli 
would  enable  them  to  continue  to  do  that  for  a 
considerable  number  of  years  to  come  ? — I  do 
not  knoAV  the  facts  of  the  Kent  Company's  case. 

2069.  Will  you  accept  that  from  me?  The 
gentleman  Avho  represents  the  Kent  Company 
tells  me  I  am  right  ? — I  have  no  doubt,  as  I  say, 
they  are  now  dividing  more  than  their  10  per 
cent,  in  respect  of  back  dividends,  and  will  pro- 
bably do  so  for  some  time. 

2070.  For  the  sake  of  argument  I  will  take 
it  as  12  per  cent,  without  pledging  you  to  that 
figure.  Take  that  case :  a  company  which, 
imder  the  authority  of  Parliament,  is  entitled  to 
divide  every  year  12  per  cent,  among  its  shaie- 
holders,  for  a  good  many  years  to  come,  whose 
earnings  produce  sufficient  to  divide  12  percent,, 
which  is  dividing  12  per  cent.,  and  whose  shares 
are  bought  and  sold  in  the  market  on  the  basis 
that  it  is  a  12  per  cent,  yielding  property  : 
do  you  suggest  it  is  a  fair  or  a  just  thing  to  put 
into  this  purchasing  Act  a  proviso  that  they 
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should  be  treated  as  a  10  per  cent,  company,  and 
that  that  2  per  cent,  should  be  ignored  hy  the 
arbitrator  ?— We  have  not  opened  the  Kent  case, 
and  I  have  not  given  evidence  on  the  Kent 
case. 

2071.  But  you  know  that  you  put  a  similar 
provision  in  the  Kent  Rill  ? — Yes,  I  do. 

2072.  And  the  principle  is  the  same.  Do  you 
suggest  to  the  Committee  it  is  fair  and  reason- 
able to  put  in  a  clause  of  this  kind  that  cuts 
them  down,  that  tells  the  arbitrator,  although 
they  divide,  and  will  divide  12  per  cent,  year  by 
year,  you  are  to  regard  them  as  if  they  could 
only  divide  10  ? — At  the  present  moment  I  do 
not  know  the  facts. 

2073.  Accept  the  facts  for  the  sake  of  argu- 
ment, without  pledging  yourself  to  them.  I  will 
put  it  as  a  hypothetical  case  if  you  like  ?  —  I  can 
deal  with  your  own  case. 

2074.  No,  no.  I  am  not  going  to  let  you  turn 
away  from  the  Kent  case  until  you  have  answered 
the  question.  The  accounts  of  the  Kent  Com- 
pany are  audited  by  a  Government  auditor ;  you 
have  got  them  all,  but  if  you  do  not  like  to 
admit  the  figures,  you  may  take  it  hypothetically. 
Supposing  there  is  a  company  which  legally, 
under  the  authority  of  Parliament,  is  earning 
and  dividing  among  its  shai'eholders  12  per 
cent,  on  their  capital,  do  you  suggest  it  is  a 
fair  or  right  thing  to  introduce  a  clause  into 
this  Bill  Avhich  directs  the  arbitrator  to  value 
as  if  they  could  only  divide  10  per  cent.  ? — 
I  know  you  will  say  again  I  am  not  answering 
your  (luestion,  but  I  am  not  prepared  to  deal 
with  the  case  ;  but  the  Council  base  their  con- 
tention as  regards  all  these  companies  no  doubt 
upon  the  same  paragraph  of  the  Report  of  Sir 
William  Harcourt's  Committee. 

2075.  I  do  not  care  what  the  Council  base 
their  contention  upon.  I  ask  you  to  consider 
my  question,  whether  you  consider  it  is  a  fair  and 
just  thing  to  do  ;  you  have  some  ideas  on  tlie 
subject? — Well, of  course,  in  the  present  case-  

2076.  Do  you  venture  to  say  in  your  opinion 
that  it  is  just  and  fair  ? — I  think  it  is  a  matter 
which  ought  tu  betaken  into  consideration  ;  I  do 
not  want  to  go  further  than  that. 

2077.  Come,  Mr.  Cripps,  I  put  the  question 
to  you,  Is  it  fair  ?  and  unless  you  answer  that 
question  "  yes,"  I  give  you  fair  warning  I  shall 
tell  the  Committee  that  you,  although  you  are 
a  Parliamentary  agent  for  the  Council,  thought 
it  an  unjust  thing  ? — 1  am  prepared  to  go  as  far 
as  this,  which  will  perhaps  meet  you,  that  there 
may  be  special  circumstances  in  the  Kent  case, 
or  other  cases,  which  pei'haps  require  considera- 
tion. That  may  be  so  ;  but  you  must  bear  in 
mind  that  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee 
was  dealing  with  those  companies  which  made 
this  claim,  the  Kent  being  one  of  them. 

2078.  You  have  stated  that  ? — I  would  rather 
leave  it  on  the  Report  of  the  Select  Committee. 

2079.  T  know  you  would,  but  I  do  not  want  it 
to  be  left  to  the  report.  Again  I  repeat  niy 
warning,  that  unless  you  say  you  consider  it  fair 
and  just  I  shall  say  afterwards  that  you,  although 
you  are  the  Council's  Parliamentary  agent,  con- 
sider it  an  unjust  thing.  Now  will  you  say  it  is 
fair  and  just  ? — No.     I  have  already  said  that 
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I  consider  in  the  Kent  case  it  may  require  con- 
sideration. 

2080.  Very  well,  I  will  leave  it,  and  pass  on 
to  another  matter,  and  I  am  glad  to  say  I  have 
nearly  done.  The  next  prohibitive  thing  which 
the  arbitrator  may  take  into  consideration  is,  "  in 
respect  of  any  assumed  future  increase  of  the 
rateable  value  of  buildings  and  hereditaments 
within  the  Lambeth  Company's  district  other 
tban  an  increase  due  to  alterations  or  additions 
involving  increased  supply  of  water."  What  is 
your  ground  for  justifying  that  ;  altering  the 
law,  you  know,  and  forbidding  him  to  consider 
what  is  evidently  an  element  in  the  case? — I 
refer  first  of  all  to  paragraph  y  again  of  the 
Re|)ort  of  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee  : 
"  The  companies  claim  the  right  still  further  to 
increase  their  rates  in  proportion  to  the  growth 
in  the  value  of  houses,  and  this  right  would  have 
no  legal  relation  to  the  augmentation  in  the 
quantity  or  improvement  in  quality  of  the  water 
supplied.'' 

2081.  Arc  you  reading  fi'om  paragraph  9? — 
Yes. 

2082.  The  language  is  not  very  fortunate,  is 
it ;  "  increase  their  rates,"  of  course,  does  not 
mean  increasing  their  rates,  because  they  are 
at  the  maxinumi  ;  it  means  getting  a  bigger 
revenue  ? — Yes. 

2083.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  companies  have 
no  right  to  increase  their  rates,  have  they  ? — 
You  must  not  ask  me  to  criticise  the  lanp-uag-e 
of  Jt. 

2084.  What  it  means  is  that  they  are  to  in- 
crease their  water  revenue  as  the  rateable  value 
of  the  district  increases  ;  that  is  it,  is  it  not  ? — 
Yes. 

2085.  Well,  I  read  that,  and  I  ask  you  how, 
in  this  paragraph,  you  justify  saying  that  the 
arbitraJor  shall  not  consider  it  as  an  element  in 
the  question  ? — Of  course,  the  fact  that  the 
rateable  value  of  the  property  in  London  has 
increased  and  is  increasing-. 

o 

2086.  Is  that  a  fact,  to  begin  with? — In  some 
Ccises. 

2087.  Is  it  a  fact,  generally  in  London  ;  I 
tliought  the  fact  was  the  other  way  ? — The  fact 
up  to  the  present  time  is  that  it  has  been 
increasing;  we  are  about  to  have  a  re-valuation 
next  3' ear,  and,  of  course,  it  is  impossible  lo 
predict  what  may  be  the  result  of  that  re- 
valuation. 

2088.  Are  you  right  (I  think  you  are  wrong) 
that  recent  assessments  have  shown  that  it  is  not 
increasing.  Might  you  not  distinguish  between 
increasing  by  adding  more  houses,  and  increasing 
as  regards  the  value  of  any  particular  house. 
In  that  sense  of  increasing  the  rateable  value 
of  any  house,  are  you  right  in  your  facts? — I 
think  so. 

2089.  That  the  rateable  value,  house  for  house, 
has  been  increasing? — In  a  great  many  instances. 

2090.  Would  you  be  surprised  to  hear,  for 
instance,  that  in  the  district  of  one  of  the  com- 
panies I  -represent,  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Company,  although  there  has  been  considerable 
building  in  the  district,  and  taking  into  con- 
sideration the  new  houses,  the  total  rateable 
value  has  actually  gone  down  ?  —I  have  not  e;ot 
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the  figures  before  me  at.  the  moment  as  regards 
the  rateable  value  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
district. 

2091.  I  will  not  trouble  you  ;  if  you  have  not 
got  the  facts  ready  we  will  leave  them  to  settle 
themselves.  I  am  on  the  principle  now,  you 
know,  that  every  water  company  in  the  earlier 
days  of  its  existence  was  carried  on  with  little 
or  no  profit,  especially  a  company  that  is  de- 
veloping a  suburban  district,  do  you  not  ?— I  rlo 
not  think  that  has  lasted  long  in  the  London 
cases. 

2092.  It  is  the  history  for  a  longer  or  shorter 
time  of  every  company,  is  it  not  ? — In  some  cases 
I  do  not  think  they  got  any  dividend  on  their 
oi'iginal  expenditure  for  some  few  years. 

2093.  And  what,  if  you  please,  is  to  recoup 
them  if  it  is  not  the  increased  revenues  of  future 
years? — I  think,  of  course,  that  they  are  entitled 
to  any  increased  revenue  which  they  get  from 
supplying  new  houses,  and  from  supplying  more 
water,  but  that  is  not  the  point  here. 

2094.  Perhaps  not,  but  take  the  case  of  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company.  You  know 
that  they  have  never  been  able  to  approach  to 
the  10  per  cent,  which  Parliament  said  was  the 
fair  income  for  them  to  earn  even  after  more 
than  50  years  of  existence ;  50  years  of  combined 
existence,  and  a  long  period  of  sej)arate  existence 
before  that? — In  order  to  discuss  that  question 
you  would  really  have  to  go  into  the  whole  history 
of  the  management  or  mismanagement  of  the 
different  companies. 

2095.  Do  you  not  know,  as  a  fact,  that  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  have  never 
even  approached  the  10  per  cent,  dividend  Avhich 
Parliament  authorised  ?  —  They  have  never  ap- 
proached 10  per  cent,  on  the  nominal  amount  of 
their  ordinary  capital. 

2096.  Which  Parliament  has  authorised  them 
to  receive  10  per  cent,  upon  ? — Yes. 

2097.  In  fact,  1  think  we  have  even  been  told 
that  ihey  have  averaged  4  or  5  per  cent.  ? — I  do 
not  know  the  actual  average  of  the  dividend  of 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company. 

2098.  Do  not  suppose  that  I  am  committing 
you  to  any  particular  figure  ? — But  it  goes  on 
the  Notes  and  looks  like  evidence. 

2099.  Now  when  Parliament  has  given  them 
the  right  to  recoup  themselves  for  lean  years, 
when  they  are  increasing,  how  can  you  justify 
yovirselves  in  taking  that  away  from  them  ? — I 
do  not  ihink  the  great  increase  of  rateable  value 
of  property  in  London,  unaccompanied  by  addi- 
tional requirements  for  water,  was  in  contempla- 
tion when  the  original  rates  of  charge  were  fixed 
in  1852. 

2100.  Why  not,  if  the  then  rateable  value  was 
totally  inadequate  to  give  a  reasonable  return 
for  the  money  ? — The  subject  then  was  not  so 
fully  understood.  Since  that  time  there  has 
been  a  good  deal  of  agitation  upon  it,  and 
attention  directed  to  it,  and  public  Bills  intro- 
duced l)y  members  of  the  House  of  Commons 
to  deal  with  this  particular  point. 

2101.  Of  course,  it  is  obviously  one  element 
of  value  which  affects  the  value  oi'  the  shares, 
for  instance,  in  the  market,  that  they  have  a 
prospect  before  them  of  increasing  revenue,  is  it 
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not  ? — I  doubt  very  much  whether  much  atten- 
tion is  given  by  those  who  buy  and  sell  these 
shares  on  the  Stock  Exchange  at  the  present 
moment  to  the  question  of  real  value.  Of  course, 
there  has  always  been  this  question  of  purchase 
in  contemplation,  and  it  has  been  rather  a  ques- 
tion of  what  that  was  going  lo  be  worth  to  the 
Company. 

2102.  J  8  not  the  future  growth  of  a  company 
and  the  probability  of  getting  increased  income 
in  the  future,  an  element,  of  value  ? — I  do  not 
know  what  has  influenced  the  minds  of  people 
who  buy  and  sell  this  stock. 

2103.  But  is  it  not  an  element  of  value  ? — It 
is,  no  doubt. 

2104.  Then  how  is  it  fair  to  take  it  away  and 
not  let  the  arbitrator  consider  what  it  is  worth. 
You  know  you  are  very  anxious  that  he  should 
consider  every  element  that  can  possibly  depre- 
ciate the  property  ;  why  should  you  forbid  him 
to  consider  the  fair  import  to  be  given  to  an 
element  which  may  enhance  it  ? — I  think  there 
is  no  reason  why,  because  we  Londoners  our- 
selves by  our  own  requirements  are  increasing  the 
rateable  value  of  property,  we  should  on  that 
account  have  to  pay  more  to  these  water  com- 
panies for  the  rights  which  we  propose  to  acquire 
from  them. 

2105.  That  is  your  answer;  it  involves  what 
1  dispute,  that  the  rateable  value  is  increasing  ; 
but  1  pass  from  that  ? — ^I  happen  to  be  able  to 
give  evidence  on  this  from  my  own  personal 
knowledge,  as  more  or  less  interested  in  houses. 

2106.  If  you  have  had  your  rates  put  up,  we 
shall  have  to  go  into  the  question  of  whether  you 
have  not  escaped  many  years  with  inadequate 
rating. 

Chairman. 

2107.  If  Mr.  Cripps  wishes  to  state  it  he  can 
do  so  ? — There  are  houses  in  which  I  am  myself 
j)ersonally  interested  which  happen  to  be  in  the 
Chelsea  neighbourhood,  where,  owing  to  the  erec- 
tion of  houses  upon  what  was  formerly  Prince's 
Cricket  Ground,  the  rateable  value  has  very 
largely  increased.  There  are  houses  which  were 
bought  to  pay  50  /.  a  year  (and  bought  on  that 
basis  somewhere  about  1852,  probably),  and 
which  are  now  let  at  120  /.  to  130  Z.  a  year.  Of 
course  the  rateable  value  has  increased  greatly. 
There  are  streets  of  them.  There  is  no  additional 
consumption  of  Avater  ;  on  the  contrary,  the  water 
supply  is  probably  rather  reduced  by  reason  of 
better  fittings.  The  use  of  water  is  rather 
reduced  as  compared  to  what  it  was  recently  ; 
but  owing  to  the  existing  legislation,  I  do  not 
like  to  use  the  epithet  which  the  Committee  of 
Parliament  applied  to  it  in  I88O1;  but,  owing  to  the 
existing  legislation,  the  company  has  been  getting, 
and  is  getting  now,  double  the  amount  of  money 
per  house  for  at  least  the  same,  if  not  a  less  supply 
of  Avater.  Now,  that  fact  is  due  to  nothing  which 
the  companies  have  done  ;  but  to  the  increasing 
requirements  of  London  and  Londoners,  the 
very  people  who  have  now  got  to  buy  this  undei*- 
taking  again,  it  certainly  does  seem  unreasonable 
that,  in  buying  these  undertakings,  we  should 
have  to  pay  for  what  the  water  companies  have 
not  created,  but  which  we  have  created  our- 
selves. 
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2108.  In  the  first  place,  you  may  be  right 
about  the  rateable  value  of  the  houses  going  up, 
but  are  you  right  in  saying  there  has  been  no 
additional  consumption  of  water  per  house.  Are 
you  aware  that  you  are  grossly  inaccurate  and 
mistaken  ? — I  do  not  think  so. 

2109.  But  do  you  know  anything  about  it  ? — 
Yes. 

2110.  Would  you  be  surprised  to  hear  that 
the  consumption  of  water  per  house  in  the 
Chelsea  district  has  gone  up  in  30  years  or  so 
from  170  gallons  a  house  to  280  gallons  ? — Yes, 
but  with  your  knowledge  of  figures  and  statistics 
you  must  know  what  that  is  due  to. 

2111.  I  do  not  know  what  it  is  due  to.  How 
on  earth  would  a  knowledge  of  figures  tell  me 
what  it  is  due  to ;  they  are  using  more  water,  I 
suppose  ? — To  go  back  for  a  moment  to  the 
houses  I  have  referred  to  myself,  I  do  know,  as 
a  matter  of  observation,  that  all  the  fittings  some 
20  years  ago  were  such  that  the  water  w&s 
running  to  waste  and  all  sorts  of  mischief  going 
on  ;  they  are  now  occupied  by  a  better  class  of 
tenant,  and  there  is  no  waste. 

2112.  I  do  not  represent  the  Chelsea  Company, 
but  would  you  be  surprised  to  hear  that,  since 
1880,  the  consumption  of  water  in  Chelsea,  and 
Chelsea  is  not  a  case  of  green  fields  to  any  great 
extent  turning  into  houses,  it  is  pretty  well 
filled  up,  has  increased  50  per  cent.  ?— Yes, 
I  can  explain  that  to  a  considerable  extent. 

2113.  Before  you  explain  it,  why  did  you  say 
there  was  no  increase  in  consumption? — I  say  in 
proportion  to  the  rateable  value  of  the  parlicuiar 
hoyses. 

2114.  Has  the  rateable  value  of  Chelsea  gone 
up  more  thun  50  per  cent,  since  1880? — It  you 
wish  information  about  that  it  can  be  got  for  you, 
I  am  not  prepared  with  it  at  the  moment. 

2115.  But  that  is  your  assertion  ;  and  I  ask 
you,  are  \ou  prepared  to  say  that  the  rateable 
value  of  Chelsea  since  the  year  1880  has  gone 
up  more  in  proportion  than  the  consumption  of 
water  has.  Are  you  prepared  to  say  that  ? — 
I  do  not  know  over  the  whole  district.  I  begin 
by  dealing  with  individual  houses. 

2116.  But  the  Water  Company  has  to  deal 
with  the  whole  district,  not  merely  with  particular 
residences,  and  if  it  is  not  more  in  propoi'tion,  what 
becomes  of  your  argument? — What  becomes  of 
my  argument  is  this  :  that  where  there  are  new 
houses  and  larger  houses  erected,  and  more 
demands  for  water,  of  course  the  company  will 
legitimately  and  propeily  get  the  advantage  of 
that.  Take,  for  instance,  what  has  happened  on 
Prince's  Cricket  Ground  site,  which  I  do  happen 
to  know  all  about. 

211*7.  Is  this  another  instance? — It  think  it 
will  throw  light  on  the  point  you  mentioned. 

2118.  Unless  it  is  necessary,  do  not  go  into 
another  personal  instance? — But  you  have  opened 
up  the  case  of  the  Chelsea  Company. 

2119.  I  beg  your  pardon,  you  insisted  upon 
going  into  a  personal  reminiscence  ? — It  is  not  an 
uninteresting  fact,  althoiigh  of  course,  it  is  more 
relevant  to  the  Chelsea  case  than  to  this,  but  in 
1874  the  annual  rent  of  Prince's  Cricket  Ground 
and  the  land  there  was  200  /.  In  the  interval 
I  had  obtained  an  Act  of  Parliament  wTiich 
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resulted  in  the  formation  of  new  streets,  and  the 
construction  of  that  quarter  of  London,  which 
members  of  the  Committee  know  all  about.  In 
1890,  the  ground  rents  were  6,000/.  instead  of 
200/.;  and  the  estimated  value  of  houses  on  the 
property  was  105,000/.,  so  that  you  have  there 
an  increase  in  rateable  value  upon  that  particular 
site  from  200/.  in  1874  to  105,000/.  in  1890. 
Now,  of  course,  the  Chelsea  Company  have  got 
the  benefit,  and  properly  got  the  benefit  ^of 
the  whole  of  that.  That  increase  in  rateable 
value  is  due  to  the  erection  of  new  houses,  each 
one  of  which  requires  a  consumption  of  water. 
To  that  they  are  fairly  enough  entitled,  and  to 
any  profit  they  have  got  out  of  it ;  but  what 
we  submit  they  are  not  entitled  to  is  to  have  in 
addition  the  profit  which  has  resulted  frojn  the 
increase  in  the  i-ateable  value  of  houses  in  the 
neighbourhood,  which  houses  have  not  been 
either  altered,  or  rebuilt,  or  reconstructed,  and 
do  not  require  any  increased  consumption  of 
water. 

2120.  That  is  another  digression  which  has 

•  •  • 

taken  up  five  minutes'  time,  and  is  really  no 
answer  to  my  question.  I  suppose  I  must  go 
back  and  repeat  the  question.  Unless  the  in- 
crease of  rateable  value  in  the  Chelsea  district, 
which  is  the  one  which  you  have  choseu  to  take, 
is  more  in  proportion  since  1880  than  the 
increase  in  the  consumption  of  water,  what 
justice  is  there  in  your  argument.  It  is  reason- 
able, as  their  water  consumption  increases  their 
rateable  value,  and  their  rates  should  increase, 
is  it  not  ? — Yes,  I  quite  agree  that  as  the  con- 
sumption of  water  increased   ■< 

2121.  Unless  the  one  ih  increasing  out  of  pro- 
portion to  the  other,  what  is  the  ground  of  your 
argument? — You  cannot  arrive  at  that  without 
taking  individual  items. 

2122.  I  pass  from  that;  I  think  I  have  got  as 
much  as  I  am  likely  to  get  out  of  you  as  to  that. 
I  will  go  to  the  last  paragraph  of  that  section, 
"  and  no  addition  shall  be  made  to  the  fair  and 
reasonable  value  of  the  undertaking  in  respect 
of  compulsory  sale."  You  know,  of  course,  it  is 
the  universal  practice  under  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act,  that  an  arbitrator  is  empowered  and 
entitled  where  there  is  a  compulsory  sale,  if  he 
pleases,  to  give  what  he  thinks  proper.  Why  do 
you  propose  to  forbid  him  in  this  case  from 
taking  that  subject  into  his  consideration  ? — I 
should  say  there  are  two  answers  to  that.  First 
of  all,  if  the  whole  of  the  "  fair  and  reasonable 
value  of  the  undertaking"  is  expresssly  directed 
to  be  given  to  the  company,  it  surely  is  quite 
clear  that  there  is  no  reason  for  adding  to  the 
"  whole  fair  and  reasonable  value  "  somethino:  in 
respect  of  compulsory  sale. 

2123.  Is  that  quite  clear,  when  for  50  years 
past  in  every  compulsory  sale  it  has  been  taken 
into  consideration  and  dealt  with,  with  the  ap- 
probation of  everybody  concerned,  and  of  the 
courts  of  law  themselves  ? — I  do  not  agree  with 
your  proposition,  to  begin  with. 

2124.  Do  not  you  ?— No. 

2125.  Can  you  point  to  any  case  in  which  any 
court  or  any  authority  has  expressed  disapproba- 
tion of  the  arbitrator  taking  into  his  considera- 
tion an  addition  to  the  plain  value  of  some  corh- 
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Chairman — continued. 

pensation  in  respect  of  the  sale  being  compul- 
sory, and  the  consequences  of  coinpnlsorilj  taking 
away  property  ;  can  you  point  to  any  court  or 
any  authority  wliicli  has  expressed  disapproba- 
tion of  that  practice  ? — I  cannot  refer  to  a  court, 
of  course. 

2126.  Or  to  an  authority  or  text-book  ?  —1  can 
refer  to  what  took  place  when  the  Birmingham 
waterworks  undertaking  was  compulaorily  pur- 
chased by  the  Corporation  of  Birmingham. 

2127.  I  have  asked  you  to  refer  to  any  autho- 
rity, and  you  have  a  right  to  produce  any 
authority  ;  will  you  produce  your  authority ;  it 
became  an  Act  of  Parliament,  did  it  not  ? — You 
give  me  rather  short  notice,  but  1  think  I  can 
find  it. 

2128.  We  were  told  that  that  was  what  you 
were  here  for, to  give  us  precedents? — The  Bir- 
mingham case  was  not  at  all  dissimilar  to  the 
present. 

2129.  Have  you  read  the  Birmingham  Act? 
— I  have  not  got  it  before  me. 

2130.  I  have  it,  and  allow  me  to  read  it  to 
you :  "  The  Corporation  may  at  any  time  within 
three  years  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  by 
writing  under  their  common  seal,  addressed  and 
sent  to  the  secretary,  and  sent  to  the  principal 
office  of  the  company,  require  the  company  to 
sell  their  undertaking,  property,  rights,  powers 
and  privileges,  to  the  Corporation,  and  there- 
upon the  company  shall  sell  to  the  Corporation 
and  the  Corporation  shall  purchase  from  the 
company  their  undertaking,  property,  rights, 
powers  and  privileges,  as  the  same  exist  at  the 
time  of  purchase,  for  such  consideration  in  per- 
petual annuities"  (it  appears  to  have  been  annui- 
ties and  not  a  svim  in  gross  in  that  case),  "and 
on  such  terms  as  the  company  and  the  Corpora- 
tion agree,  or  in  default  of  agreement,  as  may  be 
settled  by  arbitration  in  the  matter  provided  by 
the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  ]  845,  for 
settling  cases  of  disputed  compensation";  before 
I  go  further,  you  appealed  to  Cassar  ;  may  I  ask 
you  if  you  are  content  to  follow  the  Birmingham 
clause  ;  would  that  clause  satisfy  you? — No,  not 
that  clause. 

2131.  You  appealed  to  (Jaesar,  and  you  do  not 
like  the  Ciesar  judgment. 

Sir  Stafford  Norl/icotc]  What  is  the  date  of 
that  Act  ? 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2132.  One  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
seventy -five,  sir.  (To  the  Witness.)  You  took 
me  to  that  Act,  1  having  challenged  you  to  pro- 
duce an  authority  to  justify  forbidding  the  arbi- 
trator taking  into  consideration  compulsory  sale  ; 
how  is  that  an  authority  in  any  way  justifying 
that;  there  is  not  a  word  about  forbidding  the 
arbitrator  to  take  into  consideration  compulsory 
sale,  not  a  syllable  ?— My  authority  is  a  paper 
handed  in  by  Mr.,  Chamberlain  to  the  Select 
Committee  on  London  Water  Supply. 

2133.  We  are  not  going  to  deal  with  papers 
handed  in  by  gentlemen  here  and  there  ;  we  are 
dealing  with  the  Acts  themselves :  I  have  asked 

.  you  to  produce  any  authority,  precedent,  or  justi- 
fication for  such  a  case  as  this,  namely,  prohi- 
biting the  arbitrator  from  taking  that  subject 
into  consideration  ;  you  have  referred  me  to  the 
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Birmingham  Act ;  I  have  read  the  clause,  and  I 
venture  to  say,  and  I  ask  you  to  show  me  to  the 
contrary,  that  there  is  nothing  in  it  which  in  any 
way  points  to  it  at  all,  and  not  a  syllable  saying- 
he  should  not  take  it  into  his  consideration  ? — I 
do  not  think  I  referred  you  to  the  Birmingham 
Act ;  I  referred  you  to  the  Birmingham  case. 

2134.  By  the  Birmingham  case  do  you  mean 
the  purchase  of  the  undertaking  of  the  Birming- 
ham Company  by  the  Corporation  ? — Yes. 

2135.  Is  not  this  the  Act  that  did  it '.'—The 
jjurchase  was  conducted  under  that  Act. 

2136.  Is  not  this  the  Act  under  whicii  it  was 
conducted  ? — It  was. 

2137.  Is  not  that  Clause  3  that  I  liave  read 
the  purchase  clause  ? — Yes. 

2138.  And  does  not  it  refer  it  to  an  arbitrator 
under  the  Lands  (Clauses  Act,  without  any  quali- 
fication as  to  whether  he  is  to  consider  it  as 
compulsorily  or  not? — Yes. 

2139.  Then  how  is  it  an  authority  for  your 
proposition  ? — I  was  going  to  explain  to  you, 
that  the  facts  of  the  Birmingham  case  were  dis- 
cussed before  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee 
in  1880. 

2140.  But  that  is  five  years  after  the  Act  was 
passed. 

Mr.  Freemnit.]  Surely  you  will  allow  Mr. 
Cripps  to  answer  ;  he  is  giving  you  his  explana- 
tion. 

Cfiairrna?i.^  I  think  you  had  better  let  the 
Witness  giving  his  answer. 

Witness.'\  In  the  course  of  the  evidence  before 
the  Committee  of  1880,  some  questions  arose 
about  the  Birmingham  case :  the  Birmingham 
people  saw  what  had  taken  place,  and  they  ex- 
plained that  the  facts  of  the  Birmingham  case 
were  not  correctly  represented,  and  the  conse- 
quence was  that  Mr.  Chamberlain  handed  in  to 
that  Committee  a  Paper  which  is  printed  as  an 
Appendix,  No.  6,  to  the  Report.  It  is  a  state- 
ment of  the  conditions  of  the  Birmingham 
Water  Purchase.  Perhaps  I  had  better  just 
read  the  commencement  of  it :  "  The  evidence 
of  Mr.  E.  J.  Smith,  before  tlie  Select  Com- 
mittee, is  so  extraordinary  with  respect  to  the 
Birmingham  purchase,  that  it  appears  necessary 
correct  particulars  should  be  stated."  Then  all 
the  facts  are  stated,  which  I  need  not  trouble  the 
Committee  with,  because  it  explains  exactly  the 
history  of  what  took  place  in  connection  with 
the  Birmingham  purchase,  but  the  arbitrator 
dealing  

Mr.  Pope.^  It  did  not  go  to  arbitration  ? — You 
are  quite  right  ;  the  expression  is  the  negotiator. 
The  negotiator  on  the  part  of  the  Corporation  of 
Birmingham  says:  "  I  declined  to  give  anything 
for  compulsory  sale  or  future  value,  as  both 
those  additions,  in  my  view,  were  fully  repre- 
sented by  the  great  additional  value  which  would 
immediately  accrue  by  having  the  annuities 
secured  by  the  public  rates  of  the  borough."  I 
only  quote  that  to  show  that  in  that  particular 
case  where  a  great  deal  of  attention  was  directed 
to  the  matter  and  it  was  very  fully  discussed, 
and  ultimately  an  agreement  was  arrived  at,  the 
negotiator  on  the  part  of  the  Corporation 
declined  to  give  anything  for  compulsory  sale  or 
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future  value.  I  merely  allude  to  that  in  reference 
to  the  suggestion  to  me  that  it  was  an  invariable 
rule  that  "some  allowance  should  be  made  for 
compulsory  purchase. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2141.  You  have  made  a  very  long  statement! 
what  has  that  to  do  with  the  question  I  put  to 
you;  this  is  a  Paper  put  in  by  Mr.  Chamberlain 
as  information  to  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Com- 
mittee, and  explained  1o  them  that  after  the  Act 
was  passed,  the  company  having  said  that  tlie  pur- 
chase should  he  by  agreement,  or  in  default  of 
agreement,  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  lie,_ 

i  for  the  Corporation,  met  gentlemen  on  behalf  of 
j  the  company,  and  they  succeeded  in  coming  to 

an  agreement? — ^^In  respect  of  there  being  no 

allowance  for  ccmpulsory  purchase. 

2142.  That  was  the  basis  on  which  he  got  his 
I  figure,  but  how  is  a  case  in  which  the  parties 
;  met  and  agreed  upon  the  pvu-chase  price  an 
!  authority  for  saying,  if  you  go  to  an  arbitrator 

he  is  to  be  forbidden  to  consider  that  the  matter 
is  compulsory  ? — I  do  not  think  it  is  an  authority 
for  that ;  I  tliink  it  is  an  authority  for  this  

2143.  Then  I  ask  you  again,  with  all  your 
knowledge  of  Acts  of  Parliament  and  atithorities, 
can  you  produce  any  authority  or  justification 
for  proposing  to  prohibit  the  arbitrator  in  a  case 
like  this  of  compulsory  purchase  from  taking 
that  subject  into  consideration  ? — No,  I  do  not 
think  there  is  any  authority  of  that  kind. 

2144.  Very  good  ;  I  have  given  you  the  oppor- 
tunity ? — There  are,  of  course,  as  the  Committee 
are  aware,  public  Acts  of  Parliament  authorising 
the  purchase  of  land  for  various  purposes,  which 
are  certainly  more  or  less  analogous  to  the  sani- 
tary purposes  involved  in  water  supply,  which, 
so  far  from  recognising  this  custom  of  giving  an 
additional  10  per  cent.,  expressly  direct  that 
the  arbitrator  shall  not  give  any  additional 
allowance  for  compulsory  sale.  Those  are  pub- 
lic Acts  of  Parliament  of  course,  dealing  with 
the  purchase  of  land  for  particular  purposes,  and 
they  are  not  direct  authorities  for  the  application 
of  this  principle  in  the  case  of  a  purchase  of  a 
water  undertaking. 

2145.  Before  I  leave  Mr.  Chamberlain's  Paper 
which  you  have  chosen  to  quote  to  me,  describing 
what  was  done  in  negotiation,  what  he  said  in 
that  passage  you  refer  to  is  this  :  "  I  decline  to 
give  anything  for  compulsory  sale  or  future 
value."  He  does  not  say  because  it  is  a  wrong 
thing  to  consider,  but  "  as  both  those  additions 
in  my  view,  were  fully  represented  by  the  great 
additional  value  Avliich  would  immediately  accrue 
by  saving  the  annuities  secured  by  the  public 
rates  of  the  borough  ?"  —  Yes. 

2146.  So  that  again,  as  you  appeal  to  (^ajsar, 
Mr.  Chamberlain  says  :  "  I  consider  that  you 
have  your  compulsory  sale  amply  in  the  increased 
value  of  annuities  secured  on  the  rates  of  Birming- 
ham, as  compared  with  dividends  on  the  water 
rates?  " — Here  you  will  see  there  is  an  express 
direction  to  the  ai-bitrator  that  the  consideration 
to  be  })a.id  is  to  be  such  sum  of  money  as  the 
arbitrators  deteimine  to  be  the  fair  and  reason- 
able value  of  the  undertaking. 

2147.  Of  course,  as  usual,  you  are  running 

to  something  else,  but  you  have  taken  me  to  Mr. 
Chamberlain,   and  you   must  deal   with  Mr. 
384. 
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Chamberlain  until  you  hajk^e  settled  him.  I  draw 
your  attention  to  the  fact  that  Mr.  Chamberlain 
never  suggested  that,  considering  comptdsory 
sale  was  improper.  But  on  the  contrary,  he 
said  :  I  would  not  consider  it  as  a  separate  thing, 
but  I  consider  I  gave  it  in  the  enormous  increase 
of  value  in  substituting  corporation  annuities  for 
the  water  dividend ;  I  pass  from  that ;  you 
talked  yesterday  of  the  expressio  uiiius  maxim, 
as  being  a  reason  for  specifying  a  great  many 
things,  and  on  that  principle  I  ])resume  the 
things  you  have  not  specified,  you  do  not  want 
the  arbitrator  to  consider ;  you  have  not  said  a 
word  about  an  instruction  to  the  arbitrator  that 
he  should  consider  the  prospective  value  of  the 
company  and  its  growth  in  the  future,  have  you  ? 
—No. 

2148.  Therefore  from  your  own  point  of  view 
there  is  grievous  danger  that  the  arbitrator  so 
j)artially  instructed  might  consider  he  was  tied 
to  the  present  state  of  the  company,  and  could 
not  look  to  the  future  ? — From  the  point  of  view 
of  the  Council,  as  stated  in  the  House  of  Com- 
mons, on  the  second  readmg  of  the  Bill,  they 
had  taken  care  to  insert  in  this  clause,  so  to 
speak,  the  cases  which  they,  the  Council,  wished 
to  submit  to  the  arbitrator,  and  the  various  points 
which  they  wished  to  urge  before  him ;  if  there 
were  other  points  which  might  equally  be  reason- 
ably put  forward  on  the  part  of  the  companies, 
as  matters  to  go  before  the  arbitrator,  that,  of 
course,  would  be  a  matter  for  consideration  for 
the  companies  to  propose.  We  thought  we  had 
Covered  the  company's  case  really  by  "  the  fair 
and  reasonable  value,  having  regard  to  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,"  because,  so  far  as  I 
see,  all  the  points  which  the  comjjaoies  could  put 
forward  could  be  put  forward  under  that.  But 
if  they  wish  anything  else  put  specially  before 
the  arbitrator,  of  course  the  Council  would  con- 
sider it. 

2149.  With  reference  to  that,  allow  me  to  draw 
your  attention  to  what  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  said 
in  opening  this  case  on  page  55  :  "  If  we  left  it 
out  "  (I  do  not  know  what  "  it  "  was,  but  it  was 
one  of  these  matters),  "  then  they  would  go  to 
the  arbitrator  and  say  that  is  purposely  left  out. 
You  see  we  are  stating  all  the  circumstances  ;  if 
you  state  one  thing,  you  must  state  all '' ;  that  is' 
at  the  bottom  of  ]jage  55  ? — I  would  rather  you 
argued  that  with  Mr.  Browne. 

2150.  You  do  not  agree  with  Mr.  BroAvne. 
Now,  one  question  on  an  entirely  different  matter; 
I  have  asked  all  T  want  to  ask  about  this  point ; 
yoti  have  jirovided  in  this  Bill  that  the  under- 
taking shall  be  transferred  on  a  specified  day  to 
the  (Council,  although  the  price  has  not  been 
ascertained  or  paid  ;  my  only  question  to  you 
upon  that  is  :  Do  you  produce  any  precedent  for 
that  ? — No,  I  am  not  aware  of  any  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment which  has  passed. 

2151.  I  assert  that  it  is  contrary  to  all  the 
practice  of  Parliament,  and  therefore,  as  you 
are  a  Parliamentary  agent,  I  give  you  a  fair 
opportunity  by  asking  you:  Do  you  produce  any 
precedent  for  it  ? — No,  1  do  not.  In  the  Edin- 
burgh case  the  same  thing  was  pro[)osed,  but  of 
course  the  complications  there  are  nothing  like 
they  are  here,  and  in  the  cotirse  of  the  Edinburgh 
case  I  think  an  arrangement  was  arrived  at, 

U  2152.  May 
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Mr.  Bidde) — continued. 

2152.  May  not  we  save  trouble  by  agreeing 
that  the  Edinburgh  case  is  no  precedent,  because 
they  had  agreed  on  the  purchase-money  before 
the  Bill  was  passed  ? — Yes  ;  I  have  already  tried 
to  express  my  contention  that  this  case  is  without 
precedent. 

2153.  Are  yon  aware,  as  I  drew  Mr.  Harrison's 
attention  to  it  the  other  day,  that  tlie  recommen- 
dation to  Parliament  of  Sir  Matthew  White  Rid- 
ley's Committee  was  that  you  must  proceed  with 
all  these  purchases  together,  and  take  all  the 
companies  or  none,  and  take  them  all  before  a 
certain  fixed  date  ;  why  have  you  thrown  over 
that  recommendation  of  Sir  Matthew  White 
Ridley's  Committee? — For  two  reasons.  Fir&t 
of  all  I  may  say  that  I  do  not  think  that  that 
subject  itself  was  very  fully  discussed  before  Sir 
Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee. 

2154.  Do  you  think  they  spoke  inconsiderately  ; 
do  you  wish  to  suggest  that  ? — No,  I  do  not. 

2155.  My  question  is,  why  have  you  thrown 
over  that  recommendation  of  Sir  Matthew  White 
Ridley's  Committee? — I  will  endeavour  to  explain 
to  you.  First  of  all,  the  circumstances  of  all 
these  companies  are  exceedingly  different  from 
each  other ;  we  have  heard  that  a  good  many 
times. 

2156.  Are  they  exceedingly  different  from  the 
time  Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee 
sat  ? — Oh,  no  !  You  asked  me  why  we  had 
thrown  it  over.  First  of  all  I  tell  you  that  the 
circumstances  of  all  these  eight  companies  differ 
very  largely  one  from  the  other.  In  the  second 
place,  it  lollows  from  that  that  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment which  might  be  justified  in  some  of  the 
cases,  might  be  equally  justifiable  in  other  cases. 

2157.  By  that,  do  you  mean  that  compulsory 
purchase,  in  your  judgment,  may  be  justifiable 
m  some  of  the  cases,  and  not  in  tee  others  ? — We 
have  not  yet  presented  our  cases  or  heard  the 
cases  against;  we  are  now  dealing  with  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  case,  where,  I  think, 
there  can  be  no  question  at  all.  But  I  do  see 
very  great  differences,  not  only  between  the  cases 
of  the  companies  themselves,  but  between  the  cases 
of  the  local  authorities  having  the  control  of  the 
outside  area  supplied  by  those  several  companies. 

2158.  You  said  just  now  that  one  of  your 
reasons  for  throwing  over  the  recommendation 
of  Sir  Matthew  AVhite  Ridley's  Committee  was 
that  you  might  succeed  in  justifying  the  purchase 
of  some  of  the  companies  and  not  of  oihers ;  you 
said  so,  did  you  not? — Yes. 

2159.  Do  you  contemplate  then  that  ir,  may 
be  the  outcome  of  these  transfer  Bills  that  the 
London  County  Council  will  become  the  owner 
of  three  or  four,  or  five,  or  a  certain  nuniber  of 
the  water  undertakings,  and  not  of  tlie  others  ? 
— I  do  not  think  it  is  at  all  likely. 

2160.  But  do  you  contemplate  it  as  possible? 
— I  contemplaie  it  as  possible. 

2161.  In  which  case,  of  course,  the  London 
County  Council  would  be  in  the  ])Osition  as  a 
competing  water  authority  to  bring  the  out- 
standing water  companies,  so  to  speak,  to  their 
knees  by  competition  ? — Not  in  this  case  at  all. 

2162.  Yes,  in  this  case;  for  example,  if  they 
possessed  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  Com- 
panies, they  might  make  things  very  disagreeable 
for  the  Kent,  might  they  not  ? — There  is  a  little 
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question  about  the  overlapping  areas  of  the 
Lambeth  and  Kent :  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
Kent,  having  what  is  generally  admitted  to  be 
the  better  water,  and  I  rather  think  the  lower 
charge,  would  not  be  likely  to  suffer  very  much 
I'rom  any  competition  here. 

2163.  Possibly  not;  they  may  take  a  different 
view.  I  am  not  their  counsel.  But  we  need  not 
confine  it  to  the  south  side  of  the  river,  because 
\t  is  a  matter  of  principle  ;  obviously  the  Council 
on  the  north  side  possessing  two  or  three  com- 
panies might  make  the  life  of  the  others  a  burden 
to  them,  and  their  property  worthless  ? — If  the 
Committee  wish  me  to  answer  questions  about 
the  north  of  London,  I  will  do  so. 

Cliairniaii.']  You  must  remember  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  investigation  we  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  we  would  fn'oceed  upon  a  basis 
that  there  should  be  one  central  water  authority 
for  London ;  the  case,  I  think,  was  opened  very 
much  in  that  sense,  and  the  Committee  adopted 
that  view,  and  therefore  T  think  it  is  fair  you 
should  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2164.  (To  the  f-Vitness.)  I  have  dealt  with  the 
south  side  ;  and  I  am  asking  you  a  question 
about  the  north  side.  You  do  not  dispute  for  a 
moment,  do  you,  that  the  Council  becoming  the 
owners  of  two  or  three  of  the  northern  companies 
might  compete  with  immense  power  and  disas- 
trous results  with  the  remaining  companies  on 
the  north  side? — Of  course  I  agree  that  if  the 
Council  became  the  possessor  of  one  undertaking 
only,  we  will  say,  on  the  north  side  of  London, 
it  could  to  the  extent  of  area  of  the  undertaking 
so  acquired  compete  (if  you  like  that  expression) 
with  the  companies  who  are  also  supplying  in 
the  same  area. 

2165.  And  that  physically  the  boundaries  are 
such,  that  by  bec  oming  the  owners  of  one  or  two 
companies  on  the  north  side,  it  could  practically 
compete  with  all  the  remainder,  could  il  not  ?- 
No  doubt  it  would  be  quite  possible  to  settle  this 
water  question  in  jjieces  by  buying  one  or  two  of 
the  existing  companies. 

2166.  Yes,  and  then  bringing  the  others  on 
their  marrow-bones? — Yes,  it  is  quite  open. 

2167.  And  that  was  the  reason,  as  you  know 
very  well,  v.'hy  Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley's 
Committee  said  that  it  would  be  a  most  unfair 
thing  to  permit,  and  Parliament  ought  to  insist 
if  you  bought  one  company  you  should  buy  them 
all  by  a  specified  day  ? — I  know  the  paragraph 
in  the  report. 

2168.  Was  not  that  why  it  was  urged  upon 
them  ? — I  have  already  said  I  do  not  think  that 
particular  qviestion  was  discussed  in  the  way  of 
evidence  at  any  great  length. 

2169.  I  beg  pardon.  I  for  one  cross-examined 
Lord  Farrar  and  others,  and  it  was  the  gTcat  part 
of  my  friend  Mr.  Pember's  speech.  Was  tliere 
any  difficulty,  if  you  had  chosen  to  do  it,  in 
putting  all  these  Bills  into  one  Bill? — Yes,  I 
have  already  ex[)]ained  the  difficulty  about  that. 

2170.  What  is  tlie  difficulty;  that  there  would 
have  to  be  a  certain  number  of  clauses  in  the 
Bill  peculiar  to  each  company? — One  great 
difficulty  would  have  been,  that  we  should  never 
have  got  through  the  Bill  within  the  limits  of 

one 
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one  Session  ;  at  all  events,  there  would  have  been 
il  very  great  risk  about  it. 

I      2171.  Would  there  have  been  any  difficulty 
i  in  putting  into  the  Bill  or  Bills,  if  you  had  more 
I  than  one,  a  clause  to  provide  that  the  council 
should  not  purchase  any  company  until  it  had 
given  notice  to  treat  to  every  company  ? — Yes, 
there  would  have  been. 

2172.  What  would  have  been  the  difficulty  of 
that.  I  sujigest  that  as  one  »  ay  of  carrying  out  the 
recommendation  of  Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley's 
Committee,  "  That  the  London  County  Council 
shall  not  proceed  with  the  purchase  of  A  or  B 
Company,  as  the  case  may  be,  imless  it  shall 
have  previously  given  notice  to  purchase  every 
one  of  the  other  companies."  What  is  the 
difficulty  about  that  clause  being  in  ?  —  This 
difficulty,  supposing  for  the  moment  we  had 
justified  seven  of  these  cases  to  this  Committee, 
and  we  had  a  difficulty  about  the  eighth,  and 
either  the  company  said  we  will  insist  upon 
certain  terms,  or  the  local  authority  said  we  will 

!  insist  upon  certain  terms,  and  the  London  County 
Council  saw  that  in  the  peculiar  circumstances 
of  that  company  those  terms  were  unreasonable 
and  should  not  be  accepted,  the  council  would 
be  put  in  this  dilemma  :  either  that  they  must  at 
the  end  accept  terms  in  one  case  which  they  did 
not  think  reasonable,  and  which  would  be  unfair 
to  the  other  companies,  or  they  must  throw  over 
the  whole  of  the  position  which  they  might  have 
obtained  as  regards  the  other  seven. 

2173.  Is  there  not  a  third  alternative  ;  that, 
not  submitting  to  the  dictation  of  a  company  or 
a  local  authority,  they  might  appeal  to  the  Com- 
mittee to  do  what  was  right  and  just  ? — Yes,  of 
course. 

2174.  And  cannot  you  trust  the  Committee, 
which  is  passing  all  your  eight  Bills,  to  do  what 
is  right  and  just  as  between  you  and  the  com- 
panies and  the  water  authorities  ? — 1  am  afraid 
we  have  to  reckon  with  the  people  of  London 
generally,  or  the  London  County  Council  have, 
as  the  representatives  of  those  people,  and  the 
question  would  be  simply  whether  the  terms  upon 
which  the  London  County  Council  were  autho- 
rised to  acquire  these  undertakings  or  any  of  them 
were  such  terms  as  the  council  thought  ought  to 
be  accepted  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  London, 
and  the  people  of  London  were  willing  to  agree  to. 

2175.  Do  you  mean  to  say,  if  it  happens  that 
Parliament  passes  these  Transfer  Bills,  you  have 
got  to  go  to  the  people  of  London  and  ask  them 
if  they  Avill  have  anything  to  do  with  the  transfer  ? 
— Not  at  all,  the  council  has  made  a  definite  offer 
to  every  one  of  these  eight  companies. 

2176.  Which  they  decline? — They  are  declin- 
ing it  at  present. 

2177.  They  differ  in  opinion  as  to  the  fairness 
of  the  offer  ;  we  will  not  discuss  that  ? — Yes. 

2178.  Where  is  the  unreasonableness,  and 
where  is  the  difficulty  in  carrying  out  the  recom- 
mendation of  Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley's  Com- 
mittee. You  are  proceeding,  and  you  have 
opened  this  Bill  to  the  Committee,  with  the  idea 
of  having  one  water  authority  for  the  whole  of 
London  with  the  water  supply  in  one  municipal 
hand  ;  where  is  the  difficulty  of  carrying  that  out 
by  a  provision  in  every  Transfer  Bill,  if  you 
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liave  more  than  one,  saying  that  you  shall  not 
buy  the  company  which  is  the  subject  of  that 
Biil  until  you  have  given  notice  to  buy  all  the 
others? — ^We  do  not  know  when  we  shall  be  in  a 
position  to  give  notice  of  our  intention  to  buy  all 
the  others. 

2179.  The  minute  you  have  got  all  your  eight 
Acts  ? — But  you  see,  as  I  have  already  indicated, 
some  of  the  questions  which  are  involved.  Look 
at  that  Hertfordshire  question  which  I  foresee  a 
great  deal  of  difficulty  about,  and  look  at  the 
Kent  question. 

2180.  But  those  have  got  to  be  settled  before 
your  Acts  are  passed? — Yes,  when  are  they 
going  to  be  settled  ? 

2181.  But  I  suppose  with  your  eight  Bills  the 
same  principle  would  apply,  would  it  not  ? — I  do 
not  think  so  at  all. 

2182.  The  question  of  relations  of  outside 
districts  and  the  inner  municipality  would  apply, 
would  it  not  ?  —  It  has  been  already  stated 
that  the  council  are  prepared  to  come  to  an 
arrangement  with  all  the  outside  areas  on  the 
same  general  principles  as  those  which  have 
satisfied  the  county  of  Surrey,  but  the  other 
counties  are  differently  situated  and  want  different 
arrangements. 

2183.  They  are  not  satisfied  with  the  Surrey 
arrangement,  and  I  do  not  wonder  at  it ;  but  at 
the  same  time  that  is  a  thing  that  Parliament 
must  settle,  is  it  not.  The  outside  districts  have 
aright  to  come  and  represent  their  case  to  Parlia- 
ment ? — Yes,  it  is  more  a  question  of  time  than 
anything  else. 

2184.  Do  you  mean  you  want  to  stop  them 
from  discussing  these  questions? — No,  not  at 
all  ;  I  should  like  it  all  fully  discussed  out. 

2185.  I  come  back  to  where  I  was.  When  all 
your  eight  Acts  have  passed  you  are  in  a  position, 
are  you  not,  to  give  notice  to  treat  to  every  one  of 
these  companies  ? — Yes. 

2186.  And  the  efi^ect  of  a  clause  in  each  Act, 
that  you  should  not  buy  that  company  until  you 
have  given  notice  to  the  others,  would  be  that  if 
you  carry  the  thing  out  you  must  carry  it  out  on 
the  scope  of  your  own  opening  as  one  water 
authority  for  the  whole  of  London  ? — I  think  it 
would  defer  the  thing  indefinitely,  myself. 
When  I  say  indefinitely,  I  mean  I  cannot  say 
how  long. 

2187.  I  take  your  answer,  then  ;  in  point  of 
fiict,  you  contemplate  that  the  acquiring  of  the 
companies  is  an  indefinite  matter? — I  think  it 
will  take  a  long  time  to  discuss  out  all  these  cases 
with  all  the  diff  erent  circumstances  which  we  find 
in  each  of  them. 

2188.  Then,  in  point  of  fact,  it  probably  will 
result  in  your  acquiring  some  ;  and  having  regard 
to  the  position  of  the  London  County  Council 
and  their  power  of  competition,  it  will  be  a  case 
of  devil  take  the  hindermost  with  those  that  are 
left  out? — No.  Of  course,  1  am  here  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  partly  only  expressing  my  own  opinion, 
but  the  whole  of  this  subject  was  carefully  and 
fully  discussed  at  every  full  meeting  of  the  Par- 
liamentary Committee  of  the  London  County 
Council. 

2189.  I  have  no  doubt  it  was  ? — It  was  very 
fully  and  carefully  discussed  indeed.    It  was  pro- 

u  2  posed 


Minuses  of  Ev•IDI5I^CE  "taken  tiEi^oUE  selec*  committed 


29  May  1895.]  Mr.  Ceipps.  \_Continued. 


Mr.  i?2c?c?er— continued. 

posed  at  that  meeting  that  some  such  clause  as 
Mr.  Bidder  suggests  should  be  adopted.  The 
proposal  met  with  a  very  small  amount  of  sup- 
port, and  after  a  good  deal  of  discussion  (I  think 
at  two  meetings,  by  the  way)  the  proposal  was 
entirely  abandoned,  and  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee of  the  Council  were  unanimous  in  the 
instructions  they  gave  me  ;  but  there  is  no  doubt 
it  was  on  this  distinct  understanding,  as  Mr. 
Bidder  suggests  :  that  it  is  the  bond  fide  intention 
of  the  London  County  Council  to  proceed  to 
bring  before  Committees  of  Parliament  for 
adjudication,  as  rapidly  as  circumstances  will 
admit,  Bills  for  the  acquisition  of  the  under- 
takings of  these  eight  companies. 

2 1 90.  Probably  the  proposals  you  have  alluded 
to  were  on  the  part  of  the  Moderate  party  ? — I 
do  not  know  anything  about  the  politics. 

2191.  Assuming  the  matter  works  out  as  you 
say,  and  possibly  there  might  be  one  company 
out  of  the  eight  which  it  would  be  impracticable 
to  get  through  in  the  Session,  what  would  be  the 
financial  position  of  the  last  company  after  you 
had  acquired  the  other  seven? — Which  company 
are  you  alluding  to  ? 

2192.  Any  one  you  like  ;  what  would  be  the 
position  in  the  face  of  the  competition  of  the 
London  County  Council  of  the  one  solitary 
remaining  outstanding  company  when  you  had 
acquired  the  seven  ? — At  the  present  moment  we 
are  only  dealing  with  ihese  two  Bills.  If  we  get 
as  far  us  Bill  No.  7  this  Session,  you  will  be  able 
to  raise  that  point. 

2193.  If  you  say  you  will  not  answer  the 
question,  I  will  not  press  it  further? — I  think 
the  circumstances  of  the  difterent  companies 
differ. 

2194.  You  have  said  that  before  ? — The  West 
Middlesex  Company,  for  instance,  would  be  in  a 
position  of  competing  to  a  very  considerable 
extent  with  the  London  County  Council. 

2195.  I  do  not  care  which  company  it  is;  is 
there  any  one  company  which,  if  left  out,  the 
London  County  Council  being  the  owner  of  the 
other  seven,  might  not  be  practically  ruined  by 
the  competition  of  the  council  ? — I  do  not  think 
that  would  happen. 

2196.  I  said  might  not  it  be  so  ? — You  can  see 
from  these  maps  exactly  what  could  be  done. 
You  see  how  the  areas  overlap. 

Chairman. 

2197.  Before  we  pass  away  from  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  cross-examination  of  Mr.  Bidder, 
there  are  one  or  two  points  which  some  Members 
of  the  Committee  would  like  to  have  cleared  up. 
The  first  is  as  regards  the  matter  of  practice 
before  the  arbitrator  or  arbitrators  as  they  would 
be  in  this  case.  How  would  the  question  of 
referring  a  matter  for  the  decision  of  a  judicial 
tribunal  arise ;  in  what  circumstances  would  it 
be  possible  for,  say,  the  London  County  Council 
if  they  desired  it,  or  the  companies,  to  have  a 
case  stated  for  a  judicial  tribunal  to  decide  upon  t 
— I  think  it  would  arise  in  this  way  :  A  claim 
would  be  made  by  the  owners  of  the  undertaking 
for  a  certain  sum  of  money  by  way  of  pui'chase- 
money.  The  propriety  of  that  amount  would  be 
the  subject-matter  to  be  discussed  before  the 
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arbitrator.  The  purchasers  would  say,  taking 
a  legal  question,  "  We  think  the  amount  that  you 
claim  is  based  upon  your  including  a  particular 
charge  which  you  have  made,"  we  will  say,  for 
flushing  sewers,  or  for  baths  or  urinals,  or  some- 
thing or  other,  which  the  company  ought  not  lo 
have  made.  The  company  will  say,  "  What  does 
that  matter  to  us  ;  we  have  got  the  income  ;  we 
have  been  paid  for  it,  and  that  is  what  we  base 
our  claim  upon."  I  take  it,  then,  that  those  who 
represent  the  London  Covmty  Council  would  dis- 
pute the  legality  of  the  item,  and  it  would  be  in 
the  power  of  the  arbitrator,  if  he  thought  fit,  to 
state  a  case  to  the  court  to  give  him  directions 
as  to  the  law  upon  that  particular  point. 
Whether  or  not  he  would  be  bound  to  state  a 
case  if  the  purchasers  required  it  I  cannot 
answer ;  that  is  a  question  for  counsel  who  are 
experienced  in  the  actual  contesting  of  these  cases 
before  arbitrators. 

2198.  Have  you  heard  in  your  experience  of 
any  complaints  made  by  either  of  the  parties  to 
an  arbitration  Avhere  an  appeal  to  a  court  of  law 
has  been  refused  them  by  the  arbitrator? — No,  I 
do  not  think  so.  There  is  an  arbitration  in 
which  we  oiu'selves  have  been  a  good  deal  inter- 
ested, under  the  Tramway  Acts,  which  I  myself 
hHve  had  to  consider  from  1871  up  to  the  present 
time.  We  have  had  an  arbitration  as  to  the  sum 
of  money  to  be  paid  to  these  Tramway  Com- 
panies. Before  the  arbitrator  a  question  arose 
as  to  whether  or  not  he  ought  to  take  into  con- 
sideration certain  evidence  submitted  to  him. 
The  Tramway  Companies  contended,  and  sought 
to  lay  before  the  arbitrator,  evidence  to  the  effect 
that  the  letting  value  of  the  tramway  would  be  a 
certain  figure,  and  that  the  arbitrator  ought  to 
take  that  figure  into  consideration.  It  was  con- 
tended on  the  part  of  the  council  that  under  the 
express  terms  of  the  Arbitration  Clause  of  the 
Act  the  arbitrator  was  precluded  from  entertain- 
ing that  question.  We  had  never  had  any  doubt 
about  it  ourselves,  but  the  point  was  put  on  the 
part  of  the  companies.  The  result  of  that  was 
(I  should  hardly  like  to  be  taken  as  stating  very 
accurately  what  took  place,  because  I  am  behind 
the  scenes  rather  in  these  cases),  but  the  question 
arose  not  only  in  the  London  case,  but  in  the 
Edinburgh  case,  and  was  discussed  in  the  courts 
of  law,  and  then  ultimately  went  to  the  House  of 
Lords  to  decide. 

2199.  You  had  no  difficulty  in  having  the  case 
stated  for  the  decision  of  the  courts  of  law  ? — 
There  was  no  difficulty  in  that  case  that  I  am 
aware  of,  but  I  would  rather  the  learned  counsel 
who  were  actually  concerned  in  the  case  would 
inform  the  Committee. 

2200.  I  only  ask  you  so  far  as  you  know  your- 
self; you  have  no  experience  of  any  difficulty  in 
taking  a  question  to  a  court  of  law  when  you 
think  it  ought  to  go  ? — I  cannot  claim  to  be  an 
authority  on  that  point,  I  am  afraid,  as  regards 
actual  practice. 

2201.  Has  any  company,  to  your  knowledge, 
been  limited  in  its  power  to  make  up  back  divi- 
dends ? — I  do  not  think  that  has  been  done 
except  in  the  case  of  the  gas  companies.  By  the 
way,  regulation  of  the  gas  companies  is  set  out  in 
the  Report  of  the   Committee  of  1880  in  the 
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appendix.  The  matter  was  dealt  with  by  Lord 
Cardweli  on  behalf  of  the  Government  with  the 
metropolitan  gas  companies. 

2202.  Setting  aside  the  ga^  companies,  is  there 
any  instance  where  the  right  to  make  up  back 
dividends  has  been  withdrawn  or  limited  to  your 
knowledge  ?— Not  to  my  knowledge;  certainly 
not  in  the  case  of  a  proposal  to  purchase  upon 
specific  terms. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Littler. 

2203.  Has  the  Council  been  advised  as  to  the 
total  cost  of  buying  all  the  companies,  of  course 
I  do  not  ask  as  to  any  particular  company,  but 
has  the  Council  been  advised  as  to  the  total 
cost  of  buying  all  the  companies  ? — No,  I  think 
not. 

2204.  It  has  not  ?— No. 

2205.  But  has  it  not  been  advised  that  the 
granting  of  the  particular  provisions  of  the 
clause  which  Mr.  Bidder  has  gone  through  so 
fully  would  reduce  the  purchase  price?— No,  it 
is  not  a  question  of  reducing  the  purchase  price, 
it  is  the  question  of  arriving  at  a  fair  and  reason- 
able value. 

2206.  Has  it  not  been  deliberately  advised 
thai,  the  adoption  of  this  particular  provision  of 
that  clause  would  reduce  the  purchase  price  ? — 
No,  I  think  not.  But  do  not  let  us  play  about 
words,  or  do  not  let  me  play  about  words.  Of 
course,  the  adoption  of  an  arbitration  clause  of 
this  kind  would  result  in  the  view  of  those  who 
have  advised  the  Council  in  certain  things  being 
taken  into  consideration  which  would  be  in 
favour  of  the  purchasers,  but  which  either  would 
not  or  might  not  be  taken  into  consideration  in  a 
mere  ordinary  arbitration  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act. 

2207.  "  Might  not "  I  am  quite  content  with. 
And  the  object  of  it  is  to  prevent  the  arbitrator 
doing  that  which  but  for  the  clause  he  might 
otherwise  do  ? — No,  I  think  not. 

2208.  Then  why  the  word  "might"?— No 
arbitrator  can  do  anything  until  he  is  authorised 
to  do  something.  This  is  a  definite  proposal  of 
purchase  upon  a  certain  definite  system. 

2209.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  Council 
has  never  considered,  or  had  advice,  or  whether 
without  advice,  has  considered  what  efi^ect  the 
adoption  of  this  clause  would  have  in  cheapening 
the  market  with  regard  to  these  companies  ? — I 
think  the  Council  has  not  been  definitely  advised 
on  that  point  at  all,  mainly  for  this  very  obvious 
reason  :  all  the  proceedings  of  the  London 
County  Council  are  as  public  as  anything  that  is 
said  in  the  streets,  and  although  individual 
members  of  the  Council  have  of  course  con- 
sidered the  matter,  and  probably  formed  their 
own  conclusions,  no  definite  statement  has  been 
placed  on  record  for  this  reason  :  that  it  would 
be  sure  to  be  published,  and  would  very  likely 
very  materially  interfere  with  the  results  of  any 
arbitration. 

2210.  That  I  quite  understand.  I  am  not 
asking  you  what  has  been  put  on  record,  but 
have  not  they  been  advised,  and  is  not  the  very 
object  of  this  clause  to  reduce  the  price  which 
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they  may  have  to  pay  to  the  companies  ? — The 
object  of  this  clause  is  to  secure  that  in  fixing 
the  purchase  price  certain  things  shall  be  taken 
into  consideration  in  favour  of  the  purchasers 
which  would  not  or  might  not  otherwise  have 
been  taken  into  consideration  in  an  ordinary 
arbitration  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

2211.  Then,  on  the  whole,  I  think  I  may  say 
that  the  object  is  to  reduce  the  price  ? — I  do  not 
call  it  "  to  reduce  the  price,"  but  the  object  is  to 
fix  a  fair  and  reasonable  figure. 

2212.  And  a  price  which  would  be  less,  but 
for  this  clause,  than  would  be  fixed  ? — Yes.  The 
result  probably  would  be,  we  think,  that  the 
purchase-money  would  be  less  if  all  these  things 
are  fairly  and  reasonably  considered  than  if  the 
purchase  price  were  fixed  by  an  arbitrator  with- 
out considering  them. 

2213.  Is  there  any  one  provision  in  your  clause 
which  might  enhance  the  price  fairly  and  reason- 
ably ? — No,  I  do  not  think  there  is. 

2214.  Is  it  really  the  fact  that  the  County 
Council  has  not  formed  any  idea  of  what  the  cost 
of  these  water  undertakings  is  to  be  ?  —  I  think 
you  must  not  ask  me  that  question. 

2215.  Is  there  anybody  coming  I  can  ask  that 
of? — No,  I  think  not.  I  do  not  think  we  should 
give  any  evidence  upon  it,  why  shovdd  we  be 
asked  to.  We  are  about  to  embark  in  an  arbi- 
tration if  the  Committee  pass  these  Bills,  and 
according  to  all  the  rules  and  practice,  I  do  not 
think  you  must  ask  me  to  give  any  figures  here. 

Chairman.^  I  do  not  think  you  can  press 
that. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2216.  I  perfectly  agree  if  you  are  going  into 
an  arbitration,  but  Avlien  a  railway  company 
comes  to  acquire  land,  the  total  cost  to  the  com- 
pany of  the  land  is  always  given,  is  it  not  ? — I 
can  tell  you  this,  of  course. 

2217.  Please  answer  that  question  first. 

Chairman.^  I  do  not  think  the  witness  ought 
to  be  pressed  to  state  the  figures. 

Mr.  Littler.^  I  do  not  know  whether  this 
witness  knows,  but  surely  it  is  an  essential  matter 
for  the  Committee  to  know  what  is  the  amount 
of  money  that  is  going  to  be  expended.  I  do 
not  in  the  slightest  degree  desire,  I  admit  at 
once  I  should  have  no  right  on  the  part  of  any 
particular  company  to  ask  how  much  they  ])ut 
vhat  company  at,  but  surely  I  am  entitled  to 
know  at  what  price  under  this  clause  they  think 
they  are  going  to  buy  the  whole  of  the  com- 
panies. 

Chairman.l^  I  hardly  think  so.  I  think  if  the 
County  Council  choose  to  submit  to  an  arbitra- 
tion and  bind  themselves  to  take  the  consequences 
they  ought  not  on  the  other  hand  to  be  asked  to 
declare  a  price  first. 

Mr.  Littler.']  If  that  is  the  view  of  the  Com- 
mittee, I  do  not  want  to  argue  it,  but  at  the 
same  time  I  should  like  to  give  my  reason  very 
shortly,  and  that  is  exactly  in  the  same  way  that 
if  a  railway  company  is  going  to  make  a  railway 
a  mile  long,  v/e  Avill  say,  you  have  no  right  what- 
ever iind  no  one  ever  attempts  it  to  ask  what 
price  ought  to  be  put  down  for  any  particular 
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person's  land  on  the  line,  hut  the  price  for  the 
whole  of  the  land  so  that  Parliament  may  know 
the  Avhole  price  we  always  give. 

Chairman.']  I  do  not  think  the  analogy  can  be 
sustained. 

Mv.  Littler. 

2218.  I  will  not  argue  it  for  one  moment 
longer.  (To  the  Witness).  I  must  ask  you,  as 
you"  have  referred  to  Mr.  Chamberlain's  Report 
as  to  Birmingham,  whether  you  agree  with  this 
principle  :  "The  principle  on  which  on  the  part 
of  the  corporation  I  conducted  the  negotiations 
was  the  money-making  capability  of  the  water 
undertaking"?— Yes.  I  only  qualify  that  by  of 
course  adding  the  words,  "  The  legitimate  and 
proper."  1  haxe  said  so  before  in  evidence 
before  these  Committees. 

2219.  Then  Mr.  Chamberlain  went  on,  "  Mr. 
Heaton"  (that  was  the  gentleman  cond noting 
the  negotiation  on  the  other  side)  "  originally 
claimed  the  maximum  dividends  ;  the  back 
dividends  ;  a  percentage  upon  uncalled  capital  ; 
and  a  consideration  for  compulsory  sale ;  and 
prospective  value ;  to  which  I  replied  that  it 
would  be  better  for  the  corporation  to  proceed 
by  arbitration  than  to  accept  such  conditions." 
Now  that  claim  included  everything  anyone  could 
think  of,  did  it  not  ? — Yes. 

2220.  Then,  "the  back  dividend-^,  as  before 
stated,  amounted  to  52,520/.,  for  which  I  agreed 
to  give  half,  viz.,  26,260/.,  which  it  was  calculated 
would  be  earned  in  seven  and  a  half  years." 
Now  that  Mr.  Chamberlain  agreed  to  ?— Yes. 

2221.  And  the  other  side  agreed  to  it  appa- 
rently as  a  compromise  rather  than  going  to 
arbitration  ? — Yes. 

2222.  It  is  a  fact,  is  it  not,  that  in  the  Bir- 
mingham case  the  consideration  was  to  be  entirely 
on  annuities  secured  by  the  town  ? — Yes. 

2223.  If  you  look  at  Table  1,  the  sum  of 
54,491/.  annuities  was  agreed  upon  as  represent- 
ing the  statutory  maximum  dividend  ;  I  am 
reading  from  page  293  ;  was  the  company  earn- 
ing its  maximum  dividend? — Yes. 

2224.  Are  you  quite  sure  ? — Well,  they  say, 
"The  full  maximum  dividends  were  also  earned 
in  the  year  1875."  That  is  just  before  where 
you  are  reading. 

2225.  "  The  statutory  maximum  dividend  on 
all  the  capital  of  the  company  called  up.  Three 
per  cent,  per  annum  on  the  value,  as  on  the  1st 
of  January  1876,  of  uncalled  capital  (capital  to 
remain  uncalled),  such  value  being  ascei'tained 
on  the  footing  that  the  capital  would  have  been 
called  up  by  five  equal  half-yearly  instalments 
(the  first  payable  1st  July  1876),  and  the  capi- 
talisation of  those  five  calls  being  calculated  on 
a  4  per  cent,  basis.  Four  per  cent,  per  annum 
on  the  capital  value  as  on  the  1st  Januaiy  1876, 
of  one  half  of  the  back  dividends.  The  company 
would  have  been  entitled  to  pay  out  of  future 
profits,  such  value  being  ascertained,  on  the 
footing  that  such  one-half  of  the  back  dividends 
would  have  been  payable  by  nine  yearly  instal- 
ments (the  first  payable  on  the  1st  January 
1877),  capitalisation  again  being  calculated  on  a 
4  per  cent,  basis,"  secured  not  out  of  profits,  but 
as  annuities  from  the  Corporation  ? — ^Yes, 

2226.  Then  "  I  declined  to  give  anything  for 
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compulsory  sale  or  future  value,  as  both  those 
additions,  in  my  view,  were  fully  represented  by 
the  great  additional  value  which  would  imme- 
diately accrue  by  having  the  annuities  secured 
by  the  public  rates  ol"  the  borough."  Is  that  in 
any  way  analogous  to  these  cases  where  you  are 
going  to  ap  arbitrator  ? — No,  I  did  not  put  the 
thing  in  that  form. 

2227.  Then  why  did  you  introduce  it  ?— I  put 
it  in  answer  to  Mr.  Bidder's  suggestion,  that,  as 
a  matter  of  practice,  an  allowance  in  all  these 
cases  had  been  made  for  compulsory  sale.  I 
reminded  him  in  the  Birmingham  case  that  it 
had  been  admitted  on  both  sides  it  should  not  be 
made.  .  . 

2228.  Is  it  not  the  duty  of  an .  arbitratoi-  40 
take  the  present  value  to  the  owner  of  any  under- 
taking which  is  purchased  ? — That,  as  I  said 
before,  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  ordinary  principle 
of  arbitration  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

2229.  Not  the  value  to  the  purchaser,  but  the 
value  to  the  owner  ?— The  value  to  the  owner 
without  any  regard  whatever  to  the  value  to  the 
j)urchaser.  ,  .    ,  ; 

2230.  That  is  what  we  quite  accept  and  what 
we  are  prepared  for.  Now  let  me  ask  you,  is  it 
not  the  duty  of  the  arbitrator,  in  an  ordinary 
arbitration,  to  consider  every  circumstance 
which  is  likely  to  depreciate  the  property,  and 
every  circumstance  which  is  likely  to  enhance 
the  value  of  the  property  ? — There  I  should 
rather  join  issue  with  you  ;  I  do  not  think  it 
would  be.  so. 

2231.  Will  you  give  me  any  authority  for 
any  other  proposition? — No;  I  would  rather 
deal  with  it  in  general  terms.  If  the  particular 
circumstance  was  the  in-obability  of  future  legis- 
lation Avhich  had  not  taken  place,  I  do  not  think 
the  arbitrator  would  or  could  entertain  it  without 
authority  or  directions  ;  if  you  refer,  of  course, 
to  the  large  Arbitration  Act  where  arbitrators 
were  specially  appointed,  you  will  find  that  Par- 
liament has  thought  it  necessai'y  to  give  the 
arbitrators  very  special  and  wide  powers  to  deal 
with  these  matters.  I  think  in  one  case  it  is 
stated  as  if  the  arbitrator  were  Parliament ;  it 
could  not  be  done  without  that  direction. 

2232.  I  dai'e  say  ;  but  what  I  point  out  is, 
that  what  you  have  done  is  to  reduce  and  restrict 
liis  powers  and  not  to  widen,  because  you  your- 
self have  said  expressio  imius  est  exclusio  alterius. 
I  have  not  been  asking  yet  whether  the  arbitrator 
should  have  wider  powers ;  you  are  proposing  to 
narrow  them,  and  I  ask  you  why  ? — We  are 
asking  because  of  our  apprehension  that  an  arbi- 
trator without  directions  could  not  entertain  a 
good  many  elements,  which  seemed  to  us  to  be 
extremely  important,  and  which,  it  seems  to  us, 
it  is  only  fair  and  reasonable  the  arbitrator  should 
have  regard  to. 

2233.  Then  that  is  to  say,  that  you  are  pro- 
posing to  make  a  law  for  yourselves  when  you 
are  going  to  compel  us  to  sell  our  property  ;  is 
not  that  it  ? — Yes,  we  are  proposing  to  make  a 
law  under  which  this  complicated  and  difficult 
subject  could  be  finally  concluded.  . 

2234.  But,  except  its  size,  what  difference  is 
there  between  the  purchase  here  and  other  places. 
I  have  listened  to  your  ci*oss-examination,  and 

having 


ON  THE  LAMBETH   WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL. 


159 


2U  Maij  1895.]  Mr.  Cripfs.  [Contained. 


Mr.  Little?- — continued, 
having  had  a  good  deal  to  do  with  the  purchase 
and  sale  of  several  gas  and  water  companies, 
except  as  a  question  of  size,  what  difference  is 
there  in  this  and  the  sale  or  purchase  of  any 
undertaking  that  there  has  ever  been  in  Eng- 
land ? — The  first  and  most  important  distinction 
of  all,  I  think,  is  the  fact  that  Parliament  has 
from  time  to  time  introduced  companies  for  the 
purpose  of  competing  with  the  older  companies 
and  giving  the  consumer  of  London  the  benefit 
of  competition. 

2235.  Do  you  not  know  that,  as  long  ago  as 
1851,  Parliament  abandoned  that  proposition? — 
No,  I  do  not. 

2236.  Do  you  know  of  any  instance  since  1851 
in  which  any  competition  has  been  carried  on  ? — 
In  London,  do  you  mean? 

2237.  Yes?— Yes. 

2238.  Where  there  have  been  two  competing 
companies  supplying  in  the  same  street? — I  will 
illustrate  it  by  that  Lambeth  area.  You  will 
see  the  area  actually  supplied  by  the  Lambeth 
Company  is  marked  with  dark  red  lines.  I 
think  you  would  find  

2239.  Do  you  know  ?  I  cannot  have  what 
you  think,  because  I  have  my  reason  for  putting 
this.  I  challenge  you  that,  as  a  matter  of  prac- 
tice—there may  have  been  some  odd  street  or 
some  single  case,  but  as  a  matter  of  practice  and 
common  sense,  since  the  year  1851,  is  there  any 
instance  in  which  competition  has  taken  place  by 
reason  of  two  companies  being  in  the  same  street 
or  the  same  district? — There  are  many  instances 
where  the  consumers  of  London  have  now  the 
advantage  of  the  competitive  position.  If  you 
take  that  dark  area  and  look  round  the  edge  of 
it,  you  may  take  it  from  me  that  the  consumers 
there,  who  might  otherwise  be  supplied  by  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company,  have  in 
many  cases  had  for  many  years,  and  have  now, 
lower  rates  from  the  Lambeth  Company  than  the 
unfortunate  Lambeth  consumer,  who  is  situated 
well  in  the  middle  of  that  dark  area  and  out  of 
the  reach  of  competition,  has. 

2240.  I  am  not  talking  about  lower  rates,  but 
I  am  asking  you  whether  there  has  been  such  a 
thing  in  existence  since  the  year  1851  as  two 
companies  laying  down  competing  pipes  in  the 
same  street  ? — I  think  probably  not ;  not  laying 
down  pipes.  I  ought  to  qualify  that.  There 
are,  no  doubt,  a  considei-able  number  of  streets 
in  the  south  of  London  where  there  are  mains  of 
both  companies,  and  it  is  exceedingly  probable 
that  they  may  have  been  renewed  and  replaced. 

2241.  Which  were  laid  down  before  the  year 
1851  ?  Is  there  any  instance  Avhich  you  know 
of  where  both  the  mains  are  used  ? — That  I 
cannot  tell  you;  that  is  rather  an  engineering 
question. 

2242.  Is  it  not  a  proposition  which  has  been 
laid  down  over  and  over  again  th;it  Parliament 
would  discom-iiije  competition  either  in  gas  or 
water? — No,  I  do  not  agree  with  you. 

2243.  I  might  take  you  to  a  good  many 
examples,  some  of  which  you  probably  know  ; 
was  not  that  the  case  with  the  Edinburgh  Gas 
Company?— I  would  rather  you  kept  to  water 
than  gas ;  I  do  not  know  the  case  at  all. 

2244.  Gas  and  water  are  very  analogous,  and, 
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with  regard  to  gas,  you-  have  quoted  the  London 
gas  companies  with  respect  to  the  question  of 
back  dividends.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  Parlia- 
ment has  in  every  way  discouraged  competition 
and  competing  sets  of  pipes  on  the  express 
ground  that  it  is  extra va'_>  ant  and  wasteful  and 
a  foolish  proceeding  ? — I  do  not  know  about  the 
express  ground,  but  I  do  know,  of  course,  that 
except  in  London,  as  I  have  stated  in  my  evi- 
dence in  chief,  there  is  no  case  where  one  com- 
pany having  obtained  from  Parliament  power  to 
sujiply  a  given  area  another  company  has  been 
subsequently  authorised  by  Parliament  to  supply 
water  in  the  same  area  in  competition  with  the 
first  company.  That  is  the  broad  distinction 
between  the  provincial  companies  and  the  Lon- 
don companies. 

2245.  You  do  not  know  of  any  instance,  do 
you  ? — No. 

2246.  And  in  London  the  qxiestion  has  never 
been  before  Parliament  since  1851,  has  it  ? — 
Yes. 

2247.  I  mean  the  question  of  any  company 
invading  another  company's  territory  ? — No, 
because  that  is  the  complaint  of  London.  The 
complaint  of  London  is  that  the  companies 
instead  of  giving  eflfect  to  the  position  in  which 
they  were  placed  in  1852  have  combined  amongst 
themselves  to  parcel  out  London  in  such  a  Avay 
as  to  get  the  biggest  income  they  can  to  their 
own  advantage,  which  of  course  is  only  natural. 

2248.  Is  it  your  view  that  in  a  crowded  place 
like  London,  as  to  Avhich  your  own  council  have 
over  and  over  again  given  evidence  that  there 
is  no  I'oom  for  a  single  pipe  more  in  the  streets, 
they  ought  to  have  put  down  more  pipes  and 
competed  and  wasted  their  capital  ;  is  that  yoiu- 
proposition  ?  —  The  Metroj^olitan  Board  of 
Works,  at  all  events,  introduced  a  Bill  for  that 
object  in  1877. 

2249.  I  am  going  to  deal  with  that  and  show 
you  that  they  did  not.  But  is  it  your  proposition 
now  that  the  companies  ought  to  have  wasted 
their  capital  by  competing  in  the  same  streets  ? 
— Yes,  looking  at  it  from  the  consumers'  point 
of  view.  I  take  the  same  view  which  the 
consumers  of  London  have  always  taken 
throughout  the  whole  of  the  last  century ; 
namely,  that  they  would  rather  put  up  with 
that  inconvenience  if  it  secured  to  them  a  better 
and  cheaper  supply  of  water. 

2250.  Then  do  you  think  the  interests  of  the 
consumer  would  be  promoted  by  a  wasteful 
expenditure  on  two  sets  of  pipes ;  two  sets  of 
mains;  two  breakings  up  of  the  roads,  and  the 
inconvenience  occasioned  to  the  public  by  the 
blocking  of  the  streets  ? — No  ;  I  agree  with  you 
that  the  best  remedy  is  to  hand  all  this  over  to 
the  London  County  Council. 

2251.  But  what  I  ])ropose  to  yoix  is  a  much 
more  sensible  thing,  that  is,  to  let  business  people 
who  understand  their  business  go  on  with  it; 
that  is  a  much  more  reasonable  proposition.  Is 
it  your  idea  then  that  competition  is  a  thing 
which  is  admissible  with  regard  to  water? — We 
are  not  here  suggesting  competition ;  we  are 
asking  that  the  existing  powers  of  competition 
should  be  taken  into  consideration. 

2252.  That  is  not  my  question  ;  I  ask  you  is 
U  4  that 
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that  your  proposition  ? — It  might  be  necessary, 
no  doubt,  to  suggest  it  if  the  remedy  for  the  state 
of  things  which  we  now  propose  should  not  be 
accepted. 

2253.  I  am  dealing  with  the  original  complaint 
you  made  against  my  companies  that  they  did 
not  compete.  As  you  are  upon  the  question  of 
competition  I  will  deal  witli  the  Bill  of  1877  ; 
are  you  sure  that  that  was  a  competition  Bdl ;  I 
am  referring  now  to  the  Metropolitan  l)oard  of 
Works  Bill  ? — There  were  two  Bills  introduced 
in  that  Session. 

2254.  I  know  there  were.  One  was  the 
Metropolis  Water  Supply  Bill  which  sought 
powers  to  construct  works? — Yes. 

2255.  That  was  not  a  competition  Bill,  of 
course  ? — Yes. 

2256.  Is  it  your  idea  that  that  was  a  com- 
petition Bill  ? — I  think  so,  speaking  from  recol- 
lection. 1  am  quite  aware  of  this  fact,  that  a 
Bill  for  the  purchase  of  the  undertakings  was 
introduced  the  same  year. 

2257.  Let  me  refresh  your  recollection,  because 
I  am  rather  astonished  to  hear  you  say  what  you 
have  said.  Here  is  the  Parliamentary  notice  for 
a  Bill  in  the  Session  of  1878  given  in  November 
1877,  and  it  says:  "  Power  to  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  to  construct  works  for  the 
supply  of  water  to  the  metropolis ;  to  supply 
w^ater  for  drinking  and  culinary  purposes  and 
for  the  extinguishment  of  fire  and  other  public 
pxu-poees  within  the  metro])olis."  Here  is  a  part 
of  the  notice:  "  To  impose  a  condition  and  obli- 
gation upon  all  persons  who  may  be  supplied 
with  w^ater  by  the  board  to  take  a  supply  of 
water  from  the  waterworks  company  if  any 
within  whose  limits  of  supply  the  premises  of 
such  respective  persons  may  be  situate."  That 
does  not  look  like  competition  ? — Well,  they  put 
a  lot  of  things  into  notices  for  Bills  very  often  ;  I 
do  not  know  whether  it  was  in  the  Bill  or  not ;  it 
may  have  been. 

2258.  I  think  it  was,  and  I  think  I  can  show 
you  in  a  moment  that  it  was.  While  the  Bill  is 
being  found  let  me  ask  you  this  :  was  one  of  the 
proposals  also  to  buy  up  the  companies  by  agree- 
ment or  arbitration  ? — I  am  sorry  not  to  be  able 
to  answer  yoiu-  question  ;  I  am  trying  to  find 
the  Bill,  but  I  am  afraid  I  have  not  got  it. 

2259.  May  I  tell  you  that  one  of  the  proposals 
was,  "  For  the  purchase  by  agreement  or  arbitra- 
tion," and  that  the  other  was  to  spend  5,500,000/. 
in  taking  water  from  the  chalk  for  drinking  and 
culinary  purposes,  and  also  for  high  |jressure  for 
lire? — Yes,  you  are  quite  right  about  that. 
There  were  two  Bills  ;  the  object  of  one  was  to 
introduce  a  new  supply  of  water  wdiich  was  to  be 
used  at  all  events  primarily  for  drinking  and 
culinary  purposes  and  for  the  extinction  of  fire. 
It  was  to  be  delivered  into  reservoirs  at  a  suffi- 
cienily  high  level,  Avith  a  pressure  enough  to 
send  the  water  up  to  the  top  storeys  of  all  the 
houses  in  London.  That  supply  would  have 
been,  I  think,  in  competition  with  tl)e  existing 
companies. 

2260.  How  Avas  it  that  you  proposed  to  intro- 
duce into  the  Supply  Bill  (and  if  you  will  pro- 
duce the  Bill  I  think  you  will  find  I  am  right) 
a  provision  that  every  cocgumer  should  be  bound 
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to  continue  his  supply  from  the  companies  ? — I 
do  not  recollect  that  clause  of  the  Bill.  I  have 
only  got  the  Purchase  Bill  before  me,  and  I 
cannot  answer  the  question  at  the  moment. 

2261.  Let  me  draw  your  attention  to  this 
extract  from  "  The  Times,"  which  perhaps  may 
remind  you;  I  admit  it  is  only  an  extract  from 
"  The  Times,"  and  therefore  no  official  record,  but 
it  may  serve  to  bring  it  to  your  memory : — 
"There  is  n3  reason  why  the  Board  of  Works 
should  desire  to  enter  into  competition  -with  the 
companies,  that  such  competition  would  cost 
London  a  great  deal  more  than  the  price  they 
can  afford  to  give  to  the  companies  for  their 
business ;  even  supposing  the  Board  of  Works 
were  inclined  to  attempt  so  wasteful  a  rivalry  it 
would  never  obtain  the  consent  of  Parliament "  ? 
— Where  are  you  reading  from  ? 

2262.  I  am  reading  in  order  to  remind  you, 
because  I  want  you  to  look  the  matter  up,  from 
what  appears  to  have  been  an  inspired  observation 
in  "  The  Times  "  at  that  date.  Now  in  December 
1878,  did  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
receive  a  letter  from  the  Home  Office  stating 
that  Her  Majesty's  Government  did  not  see 
their  way  to  sanction  the  purchase  by  them  of 
the  water  companies'  undertakings  in  the  metro- 
]iolis  ? — I  have  not  records  before  me.  What 
happened  no  doubt  was  that  both  those  Bills 
were  withdrawn.  Do  you  want  anything  more 
than  that  ? 

2263.  There  is  one  Bill,  I  believe  (and  I  hare 
read  your  book  through)  which  I  do  not  find 
referred  to,  and  that  is  Sir  George  Grey's  Bill, 
wdiich  was  introduced  in  order  to  be  printed  on 
the  1st  of  May  1851  ;  do  you  know  that  Bill? 
— Yes. 

2264.  I  find  that  that  was  <i  Government  Bill 
for  the  better  supply  of  water  to  the  metropolis, 
and  in  Clause  10  there  was  a  proviso  for  turning 
the  metropolitan  companies  into  one  company  ? 
— Yes,  that  was  the  Metropolis  Water  Bill  of 
1851. 

2265.  All  the  companies  were  to  be  turned 
into  one  ;  was  the  price  to  lie  paid  to  each 
company  before  it  was  transferred  to  be  settled 
with  all'  convenient  speed  by  arbitration  between 
the  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
companies  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845? — There 
was  a  pi'oposal  of  that  character.  I  daresay  you 
are  right  about  the  exact  nature  of  it,  in  1851. 

2266.  But  T  am  reading  from  the  Bill  ?— It 
was  not  proceeded  with  in  1852. 

2267.  I  daresay  it  was  not  ? — The  companies 
complained  about  it  as  loudly  as  they  possibly 
could.  They  objected  to  it  so  strongly,  and 
argued  so  strongly  against  it,  that  it  could  not 
be  proceeded  with. 

2268.  I  daresay  ;  but  because  they  objected 
to  Sir  George  Grey's  whips  there  is  no  reason 
why  they  should  have  your  scorpions.  There 
was  a  provision  with  regard  to  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act  of  1845;  you  are  aware  of  that,  are  you 
not? — But  that  was  altogether  a  different  pro- 
posal from  this,  because  the  companies  there 
were  to  be  compulsorily  consolidated,  and  placed 
under  the  control  of  a  Government  Department. 

2269.  And  they  were  to  be  paid  such  a  sum  in 
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Mr.  Littler — continued. 
Consolidated  Stock  as  should  be  found  by  an 
arbitrator  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  ?— Of 
course  some  arrangement  had  to  be  made  for 
fixing  the  interests  of  the  different  companies. 

2270.  I  am  sm-e  you  see  what  my  point  is  here, 
as  well  as  I  do  myself.  There  the  Government 
were  content  even  without  special  instructions  ? 
— Yes  ;  the  Government  had  not  got  to  pay. 
What  they  were  proposing  to  do  was  to  con- 
solidate the  Water  Companies  compulsorily,  and 
place  them  under  the  control  of  a  Government 
Department. 

2271.  I  beg  your  pardon,  the  Government  had 
all  to  do  with  it,  because  the  promoters  were  the 
Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  Treasury,  and 
the  arbitration  was  to  be  between  the  Treasury 
and  each  individual  water  company.  Here  is  the 
Act.  I  have  it  in  my  hand  ?— Yes,  I  recollect 
the  Bill. 

2272.  I  not  only  recollect  the  Bill,  but  I  have 
read  it.  So  much  for  that.  If  you  say  your  in- 
structions will  not  justify  you  in  saying  so,  I  will 
not  press  the  question,  but  let  me  ask  you  would 
you  go  on  with  this  Bill  if  you  had  the  conditions 
of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  and  nothing  else  ?— 
That  would  be  a  matter  of  course  on  which  I 
should  have  to  consult  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee of  the  Council.  That  would  be  a  matter 
for  the  Council  and  not  for  me  to  deal  with  ;  but 
I  think  that  the  case  of  the  Council  has  been 
very  fairly  put  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  before 
the  Committee,  and  you  will  see  how  he  has 
dealt  with  that  point. 

2273.  Never  mind  about  anybody  else  ;  so  far 
as  you  are  concerned  in  your  view,  and  according 
to  your  belief,  would  the  Council  proceed  with 
this  Bill  at  all  if  they  simply  had  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act  in  Clause  6. 

Mr.  Freeman.'\  Is  that  really  a  question  for 
Mr.  Cripps  ?  Surely  it  is  not  for  Mr.  Cripps  to 
say  what  the  Council  will  do. 

Chairman.']  Will  jow  repeat  your  question, 
Mr.  Littler.    I  did  not  quite  follow  it. 

Mr.  Littler.']  The  question  I  asked,  Sir,  was 
this — and  I  think  it  is  a  very  important  one — 
supposing  the  Committee  were  to  strike  out  all 
these  special  provisions  and  were  to  leave  the 
Council  to  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  of  1845,  so  far 
as  Mr.  Cripps  knows,  would  the  Council  proceed 
with  the  Bill  at  all  ? 

Mr.  Freeman.']  That  must  be  a  matter  to  be 
referred  to  the  Council.  He  cannot  pledge  the 
Council  upon  that. 

Chairman.]  I  think  if  Mr.  Cripps  does  not 
feel  himself  justified  in  answering  that  he  should 
not  be  asked  to  do. 

Mr.  Littler.]  I  said.  Sir,  that  if  he  did  not 
wish  to  answer  it  1  would  not  press  it. 

Witness.]  I  think  I  can  answer  it  in  a  very 
general  way,  which  will  be  sufficient  for  your 
purpose.  Of  course,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
Parliamentary  Committee  of  the  Council  would 
give  the  most  respectful  consideration  to  any 
suggestions  which  came  from  this  Committee  as 
to  amending  this  Bill.  That  is  quite  clear  ;  but 
knowing  what  one  does  know  as  to  the  views  of 
the  people  of  London   generally  and   of  the 
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members  of  the  London  County  Council  as  re- 
presenting them,  and  of  course  being  aware  of 
what  is  suggested,  namefy,  a  purchase  vmder  the 
system  contained  in  this  Bill,  I  can  hardly  jjre- 
dict  what  might  be  the  probable  decision  of  the 
Council  as  to  proceeding  with  a  Bill  of  a  different 
character. 

Chairman.]  I  think  that  is  perfectly  fair. 
Mr.  Littler. 

2274:.  Perfectly,  Sir  ;  and  at  the  same  time  we 
may  draw  our  own  conclusions  from  it,  wdiich  is 
all  I  desire  to  do.  (To  the  Witness.)  You  do 
personally  attach,  do  you  not,  the  greatest  possible 
importance  to  these  instructions  ?— I  do,  cer- 
tainly :  personally,  very  great  importance.  I 
think  the  proposition  that  in  some  way  or  the 
other  the  whole  of  these  circumstances  should  be 
before  the  arbitrator  is  essential  to  the  scheme. 

2275.  Will  you  tell  me,  taking  one  of  the  com- 
panies I  represent,  why^  all  these  restrictions  are 
to  be  imposed  upon  the  Kent  Company.  The 
Kent  Company  has  got  perfect  water,  plenty  of 
it,  wants  no  filtration  ;  has  its  pipes  in  excellent 
condition.  Why  are  these  conditions  to  be  im- 
imposed  upon  the  Kent  Company  ? — I  can  only 
say  there  again  that  we  have  not  dealt  with  the 
Kent  Company  yet.  We  have  not  opened  the 
Kent  Company's  case,  and  I  am  not  really  in  a 
position  to  deal  with  the  Kent  Company's  case. 
I  have  admitted  throughout  that  the  circum- 
stances of  these  companies  differ  very  widely,  and 
I  am  here  now  y)repared  to  deal  only  with  the 
Lambeth  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Company. 

2276.  Then  as  I  understand  it  what  you  would 
say  is  that  that  clause  should  be  dealt  with 
specially  when  you  come  to  deal  with  the  Kent 
Bill  ? — We  have  always  considered  that  these 
cases  are  essentially  ditfei-ent,  and  there  may  be 
reasons  why  that  clause  should  be  modified  in  the 
Kent  Company's  case,  which  do  not  prevail  in 
this  case. 

2277.  Do  you  still  adhere  to  what  y^ou  said  on 
page  109  of  your  report  to  the  County  Council  ? 
— Pages  108  and  109  deal  with  the  legal  position 
of  the  Kent  Company,  and  you  begin  by  saying, 
"  The  powers  of  the  Kent  Company  for  taking 
water  are  derived  from  enactments  as  to  which 
there  is  less  difficulty  of  interpretation  than  is 
found  in  the  cases  of  the  other  Companies."  Then 
you  give  a  historical  outline,  and  you  Avind  up  by 
saying,  "  Having  regard  to  these  enactments,  I 
think  that  the  Kent  Coinpany  have  at  present  a 
legal  right  to  derive  from  wells  on  their  land  as 
much  water  as  they  can  obtain,  and  to  use  it  for 
distribution."  That  being  so,  why  do  we  find 
this  at  the  top  of  page  8  of  the  Bill  with  regard 
to  the  transfer  of  the  Kent  W^ater  Company. 
These  are  tiie  matters  which  are  to  be  inquired 
into  under  Clause  7.  First  of  all  I  see,  "  The 
condition  and  state  of  repair  of  the  reservoirs, 
filter-beds,  nitration  arrangements."  You  know 
we  have  no  filter-beds — we  have  no  filtration 
arrangements,  and  we  have  no  reservoirs  prac- 
tically. Why  is  that  put  into  the  Kent  Bill  ? — 
In  order  that  all  the  Bills  may  be  in  the  same 
form.  We  did  not  consider  that  this  proposed 
enactment  would  compel  the  arbitrator  to  take 
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Mr.  Littler — continued, 
into  consideration  in  particular  cases,  circum- 
stances which  did  not  exist. 

2278.  I  thought  that  there  was  a  necessity  for 
making  each  Bill  fit  the  circumstances  ? — Yes. 

2279.  But  do  not  you  see  that  this  does  not  fit 
the  circumstances  in  any  one  particular.  I  invite 
you  to  tell  me  of  any  one  particular  in  which  any 
of  those  questions  affect  the  Kent  Company  .'  — 
I  think  it  is  obviously  desirable  at  all  events  to 
start  with  the  same  clause  as  regards  each  of 
these  companies.  You  suggest  that  they  should 
all  be  dealt  with  in  one  Bill.  I  have  already  ex- 
plained my  reasons  against  that. 

22S0.  I  cannot  understand  them.  At  all  events, 
.to  start  with  you  are  to  begin  with  that  which  has 
no  foundation  in  fact.  Is  not  that  so? — We  have 
not  opened  the  Kent  Company's  case  yet  

2281.  Do  you  dispute  what  I  have  put  to  you 
as  perfectly  true — namely,  tliat  none  of  those 
questions  are  matters  which  the  arbitrator  would 
have  to  take  into  consideration  in  the  case  of  the 
Kent  com[)any  ?- — If  you  have  no  filtration  arrange- 
ments of  course  it  is  quite  obvious  he  cannot  have 
regard  to  them. 

2282.  Then  why  do  you  put  it  in  our  Bill  ? — 
We  may  have  been  right  or  wrong  but  it  was 
thought  better  that  that  particular  clause  should 
be  inserted  in  each  of  these  Bills  in  the  same 
form. 

2283.  But  is  not  that  particular  clause  the 
very  one  on  which  the  difference  of  circumstances 
arises  ? — Yes.  I  think  that  the  circumstances 
of  these  companies  do  differ  in  respect  to  all 
these  matters. 

2284.  Now  I  will  go  to  the  next  one  at  line 
five  on  page  eight:  "The  legal  powers  of  the 
Kent  Company  to  take  water  and  the  probability 
of  such  powers  being  limited."  ]  compare  that 
with  what  you  say  on  pat:e  109  of  your  report, 
"  Having  regard  to  these  enactments,  I  think  that 
the  Kent  Company  have  at  present  a  legal  right  to 
derive  from  wells  on  their  land  as  much  water 
as  they  can  obtain  and  to  use  it  for  distribu- 
tion "  ? — For  what  my  opinion  is  Avorth,  that  is 
the  legal  jDositioii  of  the  Kent  Company,  for 
which  interests  we  should  liave  to  pay.  But 
then  let  me  ask  you  to  bear  this  in  mind,  that 
the  Kent  County  Council  and  other  local  autho- 
rities of  Kent  are  petitioning  against  that  Kent 
Bill,  and  they  say  that  if  the  London  County 
Council  is  going  to  take  this  undertaking,  the 
powers  of  drawing  water  from  the  chalk  must  be 
limited.  Now  in  buying  the  Kent  undertaking 
we  suggest  that  that  very  argument  put  in  the 
petition  should  be  put  before  the  arbitrator. 

2285.  Then  what  it  comes  to  is  this  :  You 
propose  to  take  away  from  us  an  unlimited 
power,  and  because  some  one  else  objects  to  that 
unlimited  power  being  used  by  you  we  are  to 
suffer  ? — It  cannot  be  said  to  be  an  unlimited 
power  if  there  is  a  probability  of  its  being- 
limited  by  Parliament,  or  if  there  is  any  proba- 
bility that  any  effect  will  be  given  to  the  repre- 
sentations of  the  county  of  Kent. 

2286.  "  I  think  that  the  Kent  Company  have 
at  present  a  legal  right  to  derive  from  wells  on 
their  land  as  much  water  as  they  can  obtain." 
When  an  undertaking  or  a  man  has  a  legal  right 
to  take  as  much  as  he  can  from  any  piece  of  land 


Mr.  Littler — continued. 

will  you  give  me  an  instance  where  Parliament 
has  taken  that  right  away  without  full  compensa- 
tion. You  hear  my  question  ? — Yes.  You  are 
now  gel  ting  at  the  reason,  of  course,  why  we 
suggest  this  particular  clause.  I  say  we  must 
take  into  account,  or  we  think  at  all  events  the 
arbitrator  ought  to  take  into  account  not  only  the 
existing  legal  powers  of  the  companies  to  take 
water,  but  the  probability  of  their  being  subse- 
quently limited  and  the  liability  to  which  the 
company  is  subject  to  have  its  powers  to  draw 
water  limited. 

2287.  Do  you  know  of  any  instance  in  which 
any  undertaking  has  been  deprived  of  its  full 
legal  power,  where  it  has  not  misbehaved  itself 
except  upon  full  compensation  ? — No. 

2288.  I  know  of  none,  and  I  do  not  believe 
Parliament  would  ever  do  such  a  thing — at  least 
I  hope  not  in  our  time.  Can  you  give  me  any 
instance  of  it  ? —  No,  I  cannot  give  you  any  in- 
stance, as  I  said  before,  with  all  the  circumstances 
analogous  to  those  existing  here. 

2289.  But  can  you  give  me  any  instance  where 
a  person  having  an  admitted  legal  right  has  been 
subjected  to  an  instruction  put  into  an  Act  for 
the  arbitrator  to  inquire  into  the  legal  powers  of 
that  person  who  has  an  admitted  legal  right 
without  any  reason,  and  Parliament  has  been 
asked  to  take  away  those  powers  ? — No,  I  cannot 
give  you  any  precedent  for  the  state  of  things 
which  exists  here. 

2290.  Then  the  next  paragraph  I  deal  with  is : 
"  The  legality  of  the  charges  now  made  or 
claimed  to  be  maile  by  the  Kent  Company  toge- 
ther with  the  circumstances  under  which  such 
powers  of  charges  have  been  granted  by  Parlia- 
ment." Is  there  the  slightest  allegation  that  our 
charges  are  illegal  ? — I  am  not  at  the  moment 
dealing  with  the  case  of  the  Kent  Company  and 
I  am  not  prepared  to  give  evidence  upon  that 
point. 

2291.  But  I  am,  and  I  have  aright  to  do  so. 
Mr.  Freeman.]  Is  not  this  rather  contrary  to 

the  ruling  of  the  Committee  a  few  days  ago, 
namely,  that  we  were  not  to  go  into  the  details 
of  the  other  cases  while  we  were  on  the  cases  of 
the  Lambeth  and  Vauxhall  Companies. 

Mr.  Littler.]  This  is  not  going  into  details. 

Mr.  Freeman.]  I  beg  your  pardon — you  have 
read  certain  clauses  from  your  Bill  and  certain 
remarks  from  Mr.  Cripps'  book  which  apply 
solely  to  the  Kent  Company,  and  have  asked 
how  they  apply  to  the  Kent  Company — when 
we  come  to  deal  with  the  Kent  Company  we 
will  deal  with  these  matters. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2292.  I  am  complaining  here  very  much  of  the 
fact  of  there  being  eight  Bills,  and  the  reason 
for  there  being  eight  Bills  is  said  to  be  a  differ- 
ence of  circumstances.  I  want  to  see  what  those 
differences  are  and  what  possible  justification 
there  is  for  dragging  us  here.  Surely  I  am  en- 
titled to  do  that.  I  have  not  done  it  at  any  very 
great  length,  and  I  am  notgoing  to  discuss  the  Kent 
Company's  case  ;  I  am  simply  getting  from  the 
witness  some  general  principles  upon  which  I  can 
address  the  Committee.   (To  the  Witness?)  "  The 

statutory 
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statutory  powers  of  any  other  company  to  com- 
pete in  any  part  of  the  Kent  Company's  district 
and  the  rights  of  any  other  company  or  body  to 
supply  water  in  the  Kent  Company's  district, 
whether  as  now  existing  under  Statute  or  other- 
wise, or  as  may  be  likely  to  exist  in  the  future." 
What  in  the  world  io  that  put  in  for  ? — I  can 
only  say  again  that  there  may  be  very  good 
reasons  for  modifying  this  clause  in  the  case  of 
some  of  the  companies  when  we  come  to  deal 
with  their  cases.  We  have  not  brought  you  here, 
bear  in  mind  ;  you  came  at  your  own  desire. 
May  I  refer  now  upon  the  question  of  the  proba- 
bility of  the  powers  being  limited  to  the  petition 
of  the  County  Council  of  Kent  against  the  Kent 
Water  (Transfer)  Bill. 

2293.  But  you  had  not  that  petition  before 
you  when  you  drew  your  clause  — No  ;  but  of 
course  I  knew  the  difficulty  which  we  should 
have  to  face  whenever  we  dealt  with  the  Kent 
Company. 

2294.  But  the  only  complaint  which  the  Kent 
County  Council  have  made  is  that  you  should 
not  come  and  steal  their  water  ;  that  is  all,  is  it 
not? — It  is  more  than  that. 

2295-  They  do  not  ask  to  limit  the  powers  of 
the  Kent  Company.  All  they  ask  is  that  if  you 
come  in  you  shall  not  steal  their  water  for 
London  ? — No  ;  forgive  me,  they  go  a  good  deal 
further  than  that. 

2296.  What  paragraphs  are  you  referring  to? 
— l*aragraphs  6  and  7  of  the  Kent  County 
Council's  petition  against  the  Kent  Water  Bill. 

Chairman.l  I  think,  Mr.  Littler,  this  is  lead- 
ing us  rather  far  from  the  main  question. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2297.  (To  the  Witness.)  That  is  not  a  petition 
against  our  Kent  Water  Bill,  because  we  have 

.  none  ? — I  mean  against  our  Bill  dealing  with  the 
Kent  Company.  This  only  justifies  our  suggest- 
ing here  that  the  probability  of  your  power  being 
limited  ought  to  be  before  the  arbitrator. 

2298.  Let  me  ask  you  before  I  leave 
Clause  7  this  question  :  Do  you  know  of  any 
legal  advantage  or  disability  relating  to  the 
owners  of  a  property  which  an  arbitrator  cannot 
take  into  account  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act? 
— I  think  that  any  existing  legal  advantage  or 
disability  probably  would  be  within  the  power  of 
the  arbilrator  to  deal  with.  How  far  he  would 
think  it  right  or  proper  to  have  regard  to  it 
unless  he  were  directed  to  look  into  it,  is  a 
different  matter. 

2299.  Tf  he  is  free  to  act  for  himself,  we  know 
c-very  well  he  may  act  differently  to  what  he 

would  act  if  he  were  directed  by  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment not  to  do  something.  Now  do  you  concur 
in  what  you  said  in  answer  to  question  3096, 
page  229,  before  Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley's 
Committee.  "  I  think  we  may  take  it  to  save 
time  as  admitted  that  if  you  go  all  over  the 
United  Kingdom  and  look  at  the  history  of  all 
the  cases  there  is  no  case  up  to  the  present 
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time  Avhere  a  municipaT  authority  has  been 
permitted  without  purchasing  the  works 
of  the  existing  company  to  introduce  a 
supply  in  competition  with  that  company."  Do 
you  still  agree  with  that  ? — Yes  ;  I  do  not  know 
of  any  case  where  a  competitive  supply  on  the 
part  of  a  local  authority  has  been  directly 
authorised.  We  are  not  here  dealing  with  a 
proposal  to  introduce  a  competitive  supply. 

The  Committee  room  was  cleai'ed. 

After  a  short  time  the  counsel  and  parties  were 
again  called  in. 

Cliairm(in.'\  The  Committee  have  decided  to 
meet  to-morrow  at  a  quarter  past  12,  and  on 
Friday  at  half  past  11,  and  sit  till  three  o'clock, 
but  as  some  compensation  we  do  not  intend 
to  meet  on  the  Monday  or  Tuesday  after  the 
assembling  of  Parliament.  We  meet,  therefore, 
on  the  first  Wednesday  after  the  Whitsuntide 
recess.  Then  as  to  the  course  of  the  evidence, 
I  suppose  the  cross-examination  of  Mr.  Cripps 
will  be  finished  in  reasonable  time  to-morrow. 

Mr.  P€mber.~\  Personally,  sir,  from  what  I 
hear  I  do  not  think  I  shall  find  it  necessary 
to  ask  Mr.  Cripps  any  questions  for  the  four 
companies  for  whom  I  appear.  It  may  be  that 
I  shall  have  to  ask  a  question  or  two  for  some 
of  the  outside  authorities  ;  but  I  do  not  think  it 
is  likely. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.'\  I  might  have  to  ask  two 
or  three  questions,  but  I  shall  not  be  very  long. 

Chairman.'^  Very  well  then,  we  shall  be  able 
to  take  up  some  other  witnesses  to  morrow,  I 
hope.  The  Committee  desire  me  to  suggest 
that  in  the  course  pursued  by  the  Counsel  for 
the  promoters  of  this  Bill'  up  to  the  present  the 
examination  of  Mr.  Cri[)ps  has  gone  rather  upon 
the  principle  of  arguing — first,  as  to  the  import- 
ance of  the  various  matters  contained  in  the 
conditions  of  Clause  6  of  the  Lambeth  Bill,  and, 
secondly,  as  to  the  necessity  for  their  being  set 
out  in  the  clause,  in  order  to  bring  them  to  the 
consideriition  of  the  arbitrator.  We  think  at  the 
present  stage  of  the  proceedings  it  would  be 
better  if  that  course  were  i-ather  reversed.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  stronger  the  case  which 
may  be  made  as  to  the  importance  of  these 
various  matters  referred  to  in  the  clause  is,  the 
more  probability  there  is  they  would  be  enter- 
tained by  the  arbitrator  if  he  has  a  power  of 
entertaining  them  at  all ;  and  what  the  Committee 
would  like  (of  course  we  do  not  wish  to  interfere 
Avith  the  discretion  of  counsel)  would  be  to 
hear  more  evidence  in  support  of  the  view  that  it 
is  necessary  to  give  special  instructions  in  order  to 
have  these  matters  brought  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  arbitrator. 

Mr.  Freeman.']  After  Mr.  Cripps'  evidence, 
we  will  direct  our  evidence  specially  to  that 
point. 

[Adjourned  till  to-morrow, 
at  12.15  o'clock. 
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Mr.  Littler. 

2300.  There  is  one  question  I  should  like  to 
ask  you  which  I  think  you  will  be  able  to  answer. 
Is  it  not  the  fact  that  at  the  present  time  the 
aggregate  market  value  of  the  undertakings  of 
the  companies  is  about  35,000,000/.  ? — Approxi- 
mately you  may  take  it  as  somewhere  between 
30,000,000/.  and  35,000,000/.  I  do  not  know 
quite  what  it  is  at  the  present  moment. 

230L  I  think  your  own  reports  have  put  it  at 
between  34,000,000/.  and  35,000,000/.  ?— It  haa 
varied,  of  course. 

2302.  Good  investments  are  rather  going  up 
than  going  down,  are  they  not? — Good  invest- 
ments, yes. 

2303.  Do  you  not  regard  the  water  companies 
as  being  good  investments  ;  I  gather  you  do  not 
from  your  emphasis  on  the  word  "  good  "  ? — I  think 
they  are  very  much  over-estimated,  having  re- 
gard to  all  the  circumstances,  personally. 

2304.  I  am  much  obliged  to  you  for  that 
answer.  That  explains  what  I  v/as  trying  to 
make  clear  yesterday,  but  which  I  did  not  quite 
make  clear.  If  they  were  taken  at  their  present 
market  value,  and  the  arbitrator  were  to  put  on 
anything  for  prospective  value  for  compulsory 
sale,  it  would  be  a  very  large  sum  of  money 
altogether? — Well,  if  you  can  conceive  the  pos- 
sibility of  something  being  added  to  the  present 
market  value  in  respect  of  prospective  value,  of 
course  it  would  be  a  larger  sum  than  the  market 
value  alone. 

2305.  Can  you  give  me  any  idea  of  what  the 
effect  of  that  would  be  on  the  metropolitan 
rates  ? — I  do  not  understand  you. 

2306.  What  would  the  effect  of  a  purchase  of 
these  companies  be  ;  if  you  have  not  considered 
the  matter  I  do  not  press  you  ? — I  do  not  quite 
follow  your  question.  Do  you  mean  on  the 
assumption  that  the  purchase  money  is  paid  out 
of  the  rates  of  a  year  or  out  of  money  borrowed? 

2307.  If  it  were  to  be  paid  out  of  rates  of  a 
year,  I  suppose  every  window  in  the  County 
Council  oflSce  would  be  broken,  and  every  coun- 
cillor's head  would  be  broken,  but  assuming  60 
years  (which  is  the  outside  allowed  by  the  Police 
and  Sanitary  Committee),  what  would  the  result 
be  on  the  rates  ? — It  is  a  mere  matter  of  calcula- 
tion.   You  can  take  a  sum  of  a  million,  if  you 
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like,  as  an  illustration,  and  assmne  that  it  is 
raised  by  means  of  stock  which  has  to  be  re- 
deemed in  a  period  of  60  years ;  you  can  calculate 
exactly  the  annual  sum  which  is  required,  and 
exactly  the  amount  of  rate  in  the  £  which  would 
be  required  to  produce  the  figure. 

2308.  Can  you  give  that  to  me  ? — If  you  want 
that  I  would  rather  it  were  given  accurately. 

2309.  I  would  rather  they  were  accurate. 
Someone  Avill  give  me  that  on  your  behalt  ? — Of 
course  you  will  bear  in  min>l  it  makes  a  very 
great  difference  whether  the  stock  raised  in  that 
way  is  lo  be  redeemed  in  60  or  80  years,  or,  as 
we  think  would  be  more  proper  in  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  100  years. 

2310.  But  your  Bill  does  not  provide  for  either 
one  or  the  other,  and  what  the  Police  and 
Sanitary  Committee  have  as  an  instruction  from 
the  House  of  Commons  is  that  the  period  of 
redemption  shall  not  exceed  60  years? —But,  if 
you  will  forgive  me,  the  Police  and  Sanitary 
Committee  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter, 
and  the  Bill  we  have  in  Parliament  provides  for 
100  years. 

2311.  But  that  Bill  has  nothing  to  do  with 
this  Bill.  I  want  to  see  where  my  company  and 
debenture  holders  are  going  to  be? — You  have 
blocked  our  Bill,  otherwise  we  should  be  able  to 
show  you  where  you  would  be. 

2312.  The  Standing  Order  relating  to  the 
County  Council  at  present  is  60  years,  is  it  not  ? 
— No.  What  the  Standing  Order  provides  is 
that  Bills  introduced  by  the  London  County 
Council  for  power  to  raise  money  shall  be  intro- 
duced as  public  Bills  subject  to  certain  conditions 
that  in  certain  cases  those  money  Bills  may  be 
introduced  as  private  Bills.  There  is  a  condition 
that  if  they  are  introduced  as  private  Bills  they 
shall  provide  for  the  redemption  of  any  stock 
created  within  a  period  of  60  years. 

2313.  Will  you  tell  me  within  the  last  five 
years  or  even  ten  years  of  any  case  in  which  any 
corporation  has  been  allowed  to  exceed  60  years? 
—Yes.' 

2314.  Where  ? — I  forget  whether  you  said 
within  10  years,  but  we  take  Birmingham  as 
being  a  precedent  in  this  case.  I  think  they  had 
95  years. 

2315.  That 
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2315.  That  was  in  respect  not  of  the  purchase 
o£  an  existing  supply,  but  for  the  provision  of  a 
new  and  supplementary  supply,  was  it  not  ? — In 
the  case  of  Birmingham  there  was  a  provision. 

2316.  Please  answer,  if  you  do  not  mind.  It 
18  a  very  warm  day,  and  I  am  very  anxious  to 
relieve  the  Committee  as  soon  as  I  can? — I 
ought  to  apologise.  I  was  trying  to  get 
the  information  to  enable  me  to  answer  the 
question. 

2317.  Everybody  knows  that  the  case  of 
Birmingham  was  a  new  and  supplementary 
supply ;  it  was  not  a  purchase  of  an  existing 
supply  ? — Yes,  it  was  ;  you  are  wr6ug  there. 
The  Birmingham  case  of  1875  was  a  purchase. 

2318.  That  is  not  within  the  last  10  years.  I 
know  there  are  older  cases,  but  I  asked  you 
within  the  last  10  years  ? — I  have,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  information  as  to  all  the  cases,  and  I  will 
get  the  facts  and  tell  you.  Of  course,  I  quite 
admit  that  the  general  policy  of  Parliament,  as 
expressed  in  recent  years,  has  been  to  shorten 
rather  than  to  prolong  the  period  within  which 
municipal  authorities  are  to  provide  for  their 
debts. 

2319.  Is  it  not  also  a  principle  of  Parliament 
that,  if  they  think  a  matter  is  of  a  temporary 
nature  and  not  of  a  permanent  one,  they  still 
further  shorten  it  ?  —  That  would  probably 
be  so. 

2320.  And  your  view  is,  is  it,  that,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  denunciations  of  London  water, 
which  one  has  seen,  you  will  be,  before  long, 
forced  to  go  for  a  new  supply? — Personally, 
I  am  of  that  opinion,  whether  the  County 
Council  will  ultimately  arrive  at  it,  of  course,  is 
a  matter  for  them. 

2321.  What  I  am  dealing  with  is  what  they 
have  said  already.  I  know  that  Mr.  Bassett 
Hopkins,  for  one,  describes  it  as  diluted  sewage  ? 
— Yes  ;  I  think  you  may  take  it  that  all  public 
feeling  as  expressed  by  the  London  County 
Council  is  in  favour  of  settling  this  matter  on  a 
different  principle  to  tliat  which  would  be  in- 
volved in  relying  in  perpetuity  on  the  Thames 
as  a  source  of  supply. 

2322.  Therefore  this,  being  a  mere  temporary 
supply,  ought  to  be  dealt  with  by  Parliament  if  it 
follows  its  own  precedent  on  a  much  shorter  time 
than  60  years  ? — I  think  not. 

2323.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  for  even  freehold 
land  the  practice  of  the  Local  Government 
Board  is  to  give  50  years ;  for  buildings  30 
years,  and  for  temporary  purposes,  such  as  roads 
and  so  on,  20  years  ? — Yes,  that  is  the  practice 
of  the  Local  Government  Board. 

2324.  I  only  want  sufficient  from  you  to  found 
my  argument  hereafter  upon  ?  — If  you  will  allow 
me  to  explain  my  answer,  because  perhaps  it 
may  be  a  little  misleading  if  I  do  not,  I  do  not 
think  that  applies  in  the  least  degree  to  tlie  sum 
which  we  are  going  to  be  called  u[)on  to  j)ay  as 
a  condition  precedent  to  the  undertaking  of  our 
own  water  supply.  W e  have  got  to  pay  it 
once. 

2325.  That  is  a  matter  of  argument.  I  am 
getting  facts  from  you  ?—  1  thought  you  asked 
my  opinion. 

2326.  If  you  can  I  want  to  disassociate  argu- 
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ment  from  facts.  I  want  the  facts  on  which  I 
will  argue  presently. 

Chairman, 

2327.  Do  you  wish  to  explain  that  further, 
Mr.  Cripps  ? — Yes.  I  think  what  the  learned 
counsel  is  dealing  with  is  the  condition  on  which 
Parliament  has  authorised  the  raising  of  money 
for  the  ordinary  operations  of  municipal  corpora- 
tions which  they  have  to  carry  on  from  year  to 
year,  such  as  street  improvements,  sanitary  pur- 
poses, extension  of  waterworks,  tramways,  and 
one  thing  and  another.  The  sum  which  we  are 
going  to  be  called  upon  to  pay  here  is  in  the 
nature,  I  might  almost  say,  of  a  penalty.  It  is 
a  sum  which  we  have  to  pay  as  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  management  of  our  own  water 
supply.  We  have  never  had  to  pay  it  before  ; 
we  shall  never  have  to  pay  it  again;  we  are  not 
altogether,  as  Londoners,  responsible  for  the 
obligation  to  pay  it,  and  I  think  it  would  be 
eminently  fair  and  reasonable  that  we  shovdd 
have  the  longest  possible  period  to  provide  for 
the  redemption  of  the  stock. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2328.  But  is  it  not  the  fact  that  all  principle 
heretofore  (I  have  never  heard  of  this  doctrine 
of  penalty  before)  provides  that  that  which  is  of 
temporary  effect,  involving  hereafter  a  large  per- 
manent expenditure^  is  always  put  on  the  lower 
number  of  years  and  not  on  the  higher  ? — Yes, 
but  I  do  not  agree  at  all  that  this  is  a  payment 
for  a  temporary  effect. 

2329.  I  do  not  want  you  to  agree  with  me 
about  that,  because  I  know  you  will  not,  and  it 
is  no  use  your  saying  that  ea,ch  time.  What  I 
want  is  the  principles  upon  which  Parliament 
acts,  and  Government  Departments  act,  and 
then  as  to  whether  they  are  applicable  I  shall 
ask  the  Committee  to  judge  whether  you  or  I  are 
right.  It  is  not  a  fact  that  in  all  cases  outside 
of  London,  when  water  purchase  has  been  pro- 
posed, not  only  has  it  been  indicated  by  what 
authority  the  purchase  should  be,  but  within 
what  time  the  purchase  should  be  ? — Do  you 
mean  within  what  time  the  purchase  should  be 
completed  ? 

2330.  Certainly  ? — I  think  that  has  usually 
been  the  case.  I  cannot  answer  for  every  case 
without  investigating  the  matter. 

2331.  Why  is  it  not  so  here? — It  is  proposed 
that  it  should  be  so  here. 

2332.  But  it  is  not  so  in  the  Bill,  as  I  read  it? 
— It  is  proposed  the  transfer  should  take  effect 
as  from  a  <>;iven  date. 

2333.  Yes,  the  transfer,  but  I  am  talking 
about  the  purchase.  Do  you  know  of  any  case 
in  which  the  transfer  has  taken  place  before  the 
purchase  ? — No,  I  think  not. 

2334.  Why  have  you  put  it  in  this  Bill? — 
Because  you  see  the  great  complication  which 
there  is  in  all  these  cases. 

2335.  That  is  all  the  more  reason  to  the  con- 
trary, I  should  have  thought  ? — It  might,  very 
likely,  and  I  think  the  advisers  of  the  water 
companies  will  agree  with  me,  be  eight  or  ten 
years  before  the  actual  sum  to  be  paid  for  these 
undertakings  could  be  ascertained. 

X  3  2336.  I  hope 
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2336.  I  hope  the  water  property  is  not  goino; 
to  be  hung  up  for  eight  or  ten  years,  because,  if 
80,  you  wiil  ruin  the  companies  before  you  come 
to  your  arbitration  ? — The  companies,  we  hope, 
are  secure  ;  at  all  events,  it  was  the  intention  to 
secure  them  fully  by  the  clauses  of  the  Bill ;  we 
have  dealt  with  that  rather  as  a  matter  of  clause. 
I  can  go  into  it  if  you  like. 

2337.  Take,  for  instance,  the  purchase  of  an 
acre  of  land  before  you  hand  over  the  land  or 
the  title  ;  do  you  get  your  money  ?  —  The 
ordinary  rule  is  no  doubt  so. 

2338.  Why  should  it  not  be  so  here  ?— I  have 
tried  to  explain  that  to  postpone  the  actual 
transfer  until  the  exact  amount  of  purchase- 
money  is  ascertained  Avould  prolong,  to  an  almost 
indefinite  period,  a  state  of  chaos  which  has 
already  gone  on  far  too  long.  It  ought  to  be 
prevented  at  once,  provided  proper  arrangements 
are  made  for  securing  to  you  the  payment  of  the 
money  which  is  due  to  you. 

2339.  What  is  to  prevent  you  (supposing  you 
get  power  to  buy  two  of  the  companies,  and  you 
may  not  be  disposed  to  buy  the  others)  running 
the  concern  for  eight  or  ten  years  to  the  destruc- 
tion, pecuniarily,  of  all  the  other  concerns  as 
profit-making  machines':' — First,  you  must  permit 
me  to  say  you  introduce  into  your  question  a 
supposition  which  is  not  correct,  namely,  that 
we  are  not  disposed  to  purchase  the  rest  of  the 
companies.  You  base  your  question  upon  that 
hypothesis,  which  is  erroneous. 

2340.  Then  why  will  you  not  accept  what 
Mr.  Bidder  suggested  yestei'day,  a  provision  that 
you  will  not  buy  any  one  until  you  agree  to  buy 
all  ? — \  have  tried  to  explain  that. 

2341.  You  have  told  me  you  are  Avilling  to 
buy  them,  but  if  it  is  to  be  eight  or  ten  years 
hence  before  you  btiy  the  other  companies,  I 
point  out  to  you  that,  in  the  meantime,  we  run 
the  risk  of  private  capital  being  exposed  to  com- 
petition Avith  persons  who  get  their  money  out 
of  the  rates,  and  to  whom  it  does  not  matter  if 
they  supply  water  for  nothing  as  long  as  their 
constituents  return  them.  How  do  you  get  over 
that  ? — In  this  way.  First  of  all,  we  are  dealing 
with  two  companies,  the  Southwark  and  Vaux- 
liall  and  the  Lambeth  undertakings.  We  pro- 
pose to  take  those  together.  It  would  be  true  if 
we  had  bought  the  Ciielsea  and  Vauxhall  Com- 
pany alone,  and  had  nothing  whatever  to  say  to 
the  Lambeth  Company,  we  might,  with  the 
powers  which  we  shoidd  have  thus  got  and  paid 
for,  competed  with  I  he  Lambeth  Company 
throughout  the  whole  of  its  district,  if  Parlia- 
ment would  have  allowed  us  to  do  it.  W e  are  not 
proposing  that  here  ;  we  are  proposing  to  take 
both  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  and  the  Lam- 
beth Companies  together  at  the  same  time  on  the 
express  understanding  that  the  arbitrator  shall 
have  regard  to  the  circumstances  which  exist,  by 
rewson  of  the  powers  of  competition  between  not 
only  those  two  companies,  but  those  two  com- 
panies and  the  West  Middlesex.  That  does  not 
cover,  I  admit,  the  whole  area,  because  there  is 
a  little  bit  on  the  extreme  east  of  the  Lambeth 
district,  a  portion  of  Lewisham  and  Beckenham, 
which  is  also  within  the  limits  of  supply  of  the 
Kent  Company.    That  may  involve  some  ques- 
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tion  of  clause  as  between  the  Kent  Company  and 
the  London  County  Council  when  we, get  to  the 
question  of  clauses. 

2342.  But  supposing  we  do  not  get  our  clauses, 
and  you  get  the  power  to  compete,  where  is  the 
Kent  Company  going  to  be  for  the  next  eight  or 
ten  years;  if  you  want  to  buy  me,  why  do  you 
not  buy  me  now,  and  put  me  out  of  my  agony, 
especially  as  I  am  to  be  eight  years  dying  ? — 
Because  you  are  not  willing  to  sell  or  agree  to 
any  terms  on  which  your  undertaking  should  be 
purchased. 

2343.  Certainly  not:  I  tell  you  we  do  not 
want  to  be  bought,  and  we  think  your  scheme  an 
extravagant  and  wasteful  one,  but  if  Parliament 
thinks  otherwise,  and  thinks  London  ought  to 
have  its  water  in  its  own  hand,  we  must  bow, 
but  why  am  I  to  wait  eight  or  ten  years  while 
you  are  settling  with  the  Lambeth  and  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Companies  ?  —  You  have 
already  had  the  distinct  assurance  that  the  object 
of  the  London  County  Council  is  to  bring  for- 
ward, one  after  another,  all  these  Bills  for  the 
purchase  of  the  undertakings  of  all  the  companies. 

2344.  I  will  not  refer  to  what  happens  to  good 
intentions  ;  I  think  I  have  asked  you  all  I  need 
about  this  clause  ? — I  think  I  can  answer  now  a 
question  I  left  unanswered  a  little  while  ago, 
about  the  number  of  years  within  which  Parlia- 
ment has  provided  that  money  should  be  repaid. 
1  shall  have  to  go  back  before  1879,  which  I 
know  does  not  quite  comply  with  your  question, 
because  you  ask  me  about  10  years. 

2345.  If  you  cannot  give  it  within  that  time, 
I  do  not  desire  anything  more.  I  will  now  go  to 
Clause  12  of  the  New  River  Bill? — The  New 
River  Bill,  may  I  say,  is  a  Bill  altogether  dif- 
ferent from  the  present. 

2346.  I  am  taking  the  clause  about  the  con- 
tracts made  after  the  notice  of  transfer  to  be 
temporary  only.  That  is  a  clause  common  to  all 
the  Bills,  but  1  think  in  some  of  the  Bills  it  is 
No.  11,  and  in  others  No.  12.  It  is  that  "any 
appointment  to  any  office  or  service,  and  any 
contract  with  respect  to  any  matter  connected 
with  the  undertaking,  and  any  grant  or  altera- 
tion in  the  rate  of  salary  or  wages  payable  to  any 
oflScer  or  servant,  made  subsequently  to  the.  1st 
day  of  July  1894  shall  not  continue  in  force 
after  the  date  of  transfer  unless  it  shall  have  been 
made  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  Council." 
Why  in  the  world  do  you  go  back  nearly  twelve 
months  before  the  passing  of  this  Act  ? — Because 
that  was  the  date  when  an  authoritative  and  final 
declaration  was  made  as  to  the  policy  of  the 
Council,  as  to  the  purchase  of  these  under- 
takings. 

2347.  But  in  the  meantime  we  have  made  all 
sorts  of  contracts  with  all  sorts  of  people,  which 
contracts,  we  venture  to  think,  as  honest  people, 
we  ought  to  fulfil.  Why  are  you  going  back  to 
before  the  j)assing  of  the  Act? — As  regards  any 
necessary  contracts  made  since  the  1st  day  of 
July  1894,  there  can  be  no  difficulty  whatever 
in  dealing  with  them  as  a  matter  of  clause. 

2348.  But  why  is  this  clause  put  in ;  I  do 
not  understand  it.  We  have  been  carrying  on 
our  business  on  the  assumption  that  we  are  honest 
men  ;  carrying  on  our  business  under  our  Acts  of 
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Mr.  Littler — continued. 
Parliament  or  our  charter,  whichever  the  case  may 
be;  why  in  the  world  do  you  want  to  interfere  with 
contracts  which  we  have  made  ? — We  are  passing 
through  an intermediateperiod  when  a  declaration 
of  this  intention  to  acquire,  if  Parliament  will  allow 
it,  has  been  made  and  the  date  of  the  actual 
acquisition,  I  cannot  at  the  moment  refer  you 
to  any  precedents,  but  1  can  tell  you,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  that  it  is  not  an  unusual  provision  at  all, 
that  during  a  suspensory  or  intermediate  period 
of  that  sort,  there  should  not  be  an  unlimited 
power  on  the  part  of  vendors  to  enter  into  con- 
tracts without  the  consent  of  the  future  pur- 
chasers. 

2349.  But  this  is  a  suspensory  period  arbi- 
trarily fixed  by  you  before  the  Bill  came  in.  I 
know  Parliament  does  sometimes  put  in  suspen- 
sory powers  with  regard  to  matters  after  the 
passing  of  an  Act,  but  Avill  you  give  me  an 
instance  where  Parliament  has  interfered  and 
said  :  "  Before  the  passing  of  an  Act,  any  con- 
tract or  agreement  made  months  before,  shall  be 
subject  to  the  consent  of  somebody  Avho  comes  in 
afterwards  "  ? — Do  you  want  a  precedent  ? 

2350.  I  want  to  know  why  it  is  put  in. this 
particular  case  ? — I  Avill  tell  you,  because  the 
Council  thought  it  right  that  during  this  inter- 
mediate or  suspensory  period,  there  should  not 
be  an  unlimited  or  unrestricted  power  to  enter 
into  contracts  on  the  part  of  the  company. 

2351.  Do  you  think  the  company  are  going  to 
make  wrong  contracts  ;  who  do  you  suppose  is 
going  to  enter  into  contracts  with  us  for  carrying 
on  our  ordinary  work,  if  it  is  to  be  subject  to  the 
sanction  of  someone  else  ? — You  might  have 
entered  into  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  an 
exceedingly  costly  reservoir  in  the  Thames 
Valley,  which  the  County  Council  think  un- 
necessary. 

2352.  But  we  have  not  got  the  money  for  it  ? 
— Not  the  New  River  Company  ? 

2353.  But  you  do  not  suppose  they  are  going 
to  the  Thames  Valley,  do  you  ? — I  thought  you 
spoke  of  the  New  River  Company. 

2354.  I  ask  for  the  Kent  Company;  I  ask 
why  should  I  be  subject  to  this  ;  why  are  you 
to  date  back  to  July  ot  last  year  to  thi-ow  doubt, 
and  not  only  to  throw  doubt,  but  to  invalidate 
contracts  which  I  have  honestly  made  with  my 
contractor,  unless  you  choose  to  come  in  and 
consent  ? — I  cannot  say  more,  but  it  seems  to  me, 
generally  speaking,  reasonable ;  the  provision 
will  not  speak  unless  the  Preamble  passes,  and 
the  acquisition  does  take  place,  and  if  it  does 
take  place,  it  is  a  matter  which  ought  to  be 
regarded. 

2355.  Take  for  illustration  the  large  conti'acts 
the  New  River  Company  have  with  Messrs. 
Docwra,  Suppose  they  made  a  contract  on  the 
2nd  July  1894,  which  the  Council  considers  an 
extravagant  contract,  you  may  refuse  to  sanction 
it.  Have  you  considered  what  the  result  of  that 
would  be  ? — Yes. 

2356.  Have  you  considered  that  the  result  of 
that  would  be  to  make  it  ultra  vires  for  the  com- 
pany to  pay  Messrs.  Docwra  for  the  work  already 
done? — We  have  assumed  if  there  were  any 
such  case,  it  would  be  dealt  with  as  a  matter  of 
clause. 
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2357.  It  cannot  be  dealf  with  as  a  matter  of 
clause,  it  is  a  matter  of  right ;  a  contract  has 
been  entered  into  for  50,000/.  worth  of  work, 
you  not  only  make  that  invalid  as  against  us, 
but  as  against  Messrs.  Docwra,  who  have  nothing 
to  do  with  it.  Why  should  you  do  that  ? — I  can 
only  repeat  as  a  matter  of  general  principle  ;  it 
seems  to  me  the  claiise  is  reasonable  and  will  not 
hurt  you.  If  there  are  any  special  circumstances 
they  can  be  dealt  with  as  a  matter  of  clause. 

2358.  Take  a  contract  made  to  supply  water 
in  bulk  to  a  great  public  undertaking  for  the 
purpose  of  encouraging  it  ? — I  make  the  same 
answer. 

2359.  You  do?- Ye?. 

2360.  If  all  conti'acts  are  to  be  torn  up  ? — 
But  it  is  not  so  ;  they  are  not  to  be  torn  up, 

2361.  "  Unless  it  shall  have  been  made  with 
the  consent  in  writing  of  the  Council,"  that  is  to 
say,  it  shall  not  continue  in  force  against  the 
Council  after  the  date  of  transfer,  or  form  the 
subject  of  compensation,  "  unless  it  shall  have 
been  made  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  the 
Council."  Upon  that  you  will  have  taken  our 
property ;  you  will  not  have  paid  us  for  the 
property  you  have  taken  ;  the  contract  will  not 
be  binding  against  you,  do  you  contend  it  will 
still  be  binding  against  us  ;  will  it  still  be 
binding  against  the  company  ? — That  will  be  the 
effect  of  the  clause  as  it  now  stands  ;  you  will 
have  to  show  us  what  the  contracts  are,  and  they 
can  be  dealt  with. 

2362.  You  have  taken  their  property  ;  you 
have  taken  their  income  ;  you  have  left  them 
their  liability,  and  you  repudiate  it  ? — And  we 
have  given  you  the  money. 

2363.  What  is  to  happen  to  the  debenture 
holders  during  those  eight  or  ten  years  ? — The 
liability  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  debenture  stock 
will  be  contmued  under  this  Bill. 

236^.  In  the  hands  of  the  County  Council? — ■ 
In  the  hands  of  the  Comity  Council. 

23G5.  But  suppose  that  the  County  Council 
has  in  the  meantime  elected  that  there  shall  be, 
for  example,  free  water  to  everybody  ? — Which 
Bill  are  you  referring  to  ? 

2366.  Anyone  of  them  ? — Well  we  will  take 
the  Lambeth  Bill,  shall  we  ? 

2367.  Yes.  At  the  present  time  you  know 
the  debenture  holder  has  the  security  of  the  first 
charge  on  the  undertaking.  He  has  the  know- 
ledge that  the  undertaking  is  carried  on  by 
directors  whose  first  duty  it  is  to  earn  a  profit 
for  their  shareholders  as  well  as  to  cover  their 
debenture  stock.  Now  you  will  be  in  the  posi- 
tion that  you  will  have  no  shareholders  ;  you  will 
have  no  directors  and  beyond  such  obligations  as 
are  contained  in  this  Act  there  is  nothing  to 
secure  them? — I  have  endeavoured  to  arrange 
that,  of  course,  but  the  water  companies  will 
treat  this  debenture  stock  case  as  part  of  their 
general  case  in  the  hope  that  it  may  aid  them  in 
throwing  out  these  Bills. 

2368.  You  have  no  right  to  say  that?  — I  have 
indeed. 

2369.  They  have  a  duty  to  perform  to  their 
debenture  holders,  and  I  tell  you  as  their  counsel 
1  for  one  will  not  advise  them  that  it  is  safe  to 
let  you  have  the  debenture  holders'  property  until 
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the  money  is  paid.  I  tell  you  that,  advising 
them  as  their  counsel,  and  you  have  no  right  to 
say  it  is  for  the  purpose  of  making  !i  difficulty, 
because  it  is  not? — That  suggestion  has  never 
been  made  to  us  till  this  moment  ;  vpe  have  asked 
for  suggestions ;  we  have  told  the  debenture 
holders'  solicitors  that  we  are  anxious  to  secure 
the  debenture  stock  absolutely,  over  and  over 
again  it  has  been  stated  there  is  not  the  least 
intention  to  interfere  with  the  position  of  deben- 
ture stock, 

2370.  Not  the  least  intention  to  interfere  when 
you  do  it  in  a  most  distinct  and  express  fashion  ? 
— Have  you  ever  known  the  property  of  a 
mortgagee  being  handed  over  to  some  one  else 
without  its  being  subject  to  the  whole  of  the 
conditions  of  the  mortgage.  If  you  are  prepared 
to  take  the  money  paid  for  this  undertaking  and 
settle  with  your  own  debenture  stock  holders,  I 
should  think  that  would  meet  the  case  very  fairly 
and  I  understand  that  to  be  your  suggestion,  but 
it  has  never  been  made  before. 

2371.  I  ask  you  this  question  :  Have  you  ever 
known  of  a  transfer  of  a  mortgage  without  all 
the  obligations  being  transferred  to  the  person 
who  is  the  mortgagor? — Of  course  that  is  the 
rule,  and  to  that  we  have  endeavoured  to  give 
effect  by  this  Bill,  because  we  have  f)rovided  by 
Clause  11  ihat  the  debenture  stock  of  the  Lam- 
beth Company  shall  after  the  transfer  

2372.  Where  is  there  is  a  single  word  in  the 
Bill  about  a  provision  for  the  payment  of  a 
debenture  interest  even.  We  are  now  alarmed, 
you  know,  because  you  mention  eight  or  ten 
years  as  the  ])robable  time  before  this  is  settled, 
to  the  destruction  of  every  marketable  security 
concerned  ? — Not  at  all.  Let  me  answer  your 
question  before  you  comment  on  it.  Under 
Clause  2,  "  the  debenture  stock  of  the  Lambeth 
Company  shall  after  the  transfer  continue  to  be 
charged  on  the  undertaking  as  by  this  Act  trans- 
ferred to  the  Council  in  the  same  manner  in  all 
respects  as  before  such)  transfer." 

2373.  There  is  not  a  word  about  paying  the 
interest  in  the  meantime  ? — Then  in  Clause  17, 
it  is  provided  that  "  unless  the  amount  of  the 
consideration  to  be  paid  by  the  Council  to  the 
Lambeth  Conjpany  shall  be  settled  by  agree- 
ment or  determined  by  arbitration  previously  to 
the  30th  day  of  September  1896,  the  Council 
shall  on  that  day  pay  to  such  of  the  holders  of 
debenture  stock  as  shall  not  have  accepted 
Metropolitan  Consolidated  Stock  Annuities  or 
other  security  in  exchange,  therefore  a  sum  of 
money  representing  one  half  year's  interest  on 
their  debenture  stock  and  to  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany one  half  year's  dividend  on  the  oi'dinary 
capital  of  the  Lambeth  Company  at  the  rate 
paid  thereon  respectively  for  the  corresponding 
half  of  the  year  preceding  the  introduction  of 
the  Bill  for  this  Act,  and  a  similar  payment  shall 
be  made  half-yearly  at  the  exj)iration  of  every 
subsequent  half-year  until  the  amount  of  the 
consideration  be  settled  or  determined  as  afore- 
said." 

2374.  That  is  so,  but  it  was  suggested  to  me 
it  was  not  so  ? — I  have  often  thought  people 
criticise  these  Bills  without  taking  the  trouble  to 
read  them. 
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2375.  We  do  happen  to  have  read  them  very 
attentively,  and  the  more  we  read  them  the  more 
unbusinesslike  they  seem.  You  provoke  me  to 
that.  You  have  brought  in  a  most  unprece- 
dented Bill. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  We  must  not  have 
scolding,  please  ;  ask  questions. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2376.  It  is  only  because  I  am  provoked  to  do 
it  by  a  most  offensive  remark,  and  I  hope  Mr. 
Cripps  will  not  make  any  more  of  them.  (To 
the  Witness.)  Why  is  it  there  is  no  provision  in 
these  Bills  for  winding  up  the  companies  ;  that  is 
usual  in  every  Bill  that  1  have  ever  seen  of  the 
kind,  and  I  think  I  am  right  in  saying  that  is  not 
in  this  Bill  ? — Yes,  you  are  right  there. 

2377.  For  once. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  "  For  once,"  Mr.  Littler 
is  modest. 

Witness.]  The  object,  of  course,  has  been  to 
deal  really  in  these  Bills  with  the  main  essential 
point  of  this  case  which  is  the  transfer.  There 
are  many  incidental  provisions  which  are  neces- 
sary, and  which  involve  a  great  deal  of  work  and 
time,  and  the  question  Avas  whether  each  of  these 
Bills  should  contain  a  clause  for  winding  up  the 
company.  On  the  whole  it  was  thought  better 
to  leave  it  to  each  of  the  companies  themselves, 
having  got  their  purchase  money  under  this  Act 
to  deal  with  that  purchase  money  as  they  think 
fit :  they  can  introduce  their  own  Bills  for 
winding  up,  and  deal  with  the  matter  as  they 
think  best  in  each  case,  but  circumstances  of 
cases  differ.  The  company  you  represent,  the 
New  River  Company,  would  not  probably  Avind 
up ;  they  Avould  go  on  doing  as  they  do  at 
present ;  they  would  receive  a  certain  annual 
sum  which  would  represent  the  income  derivable 
from  their  water  undertaking. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2378.  We  will  see  about  the  New  River  Com- 
pany directly.  Are  you  aware  that  the  winding 
up  of  a  company  of  this  kind  is  an  expensive 
matter  ? — Yes. 

2379.  You  know  that  usually  the  winding  up 
of  a  company  is  part  of  the  consideration  to  be 
paid.  There  is  no  provision  for  giving  any  sum, 
nor  could  the  arbitrator  under  your  Bill  provide 
the  money  for  Avinding  up,  could  he  ;  is  not  that 
so? — At  the  moment,  I  rather  forget  exactly  how 
that  stands. 

2380.  I  will  not  make  the  suggestion  that  you 
have  not  read  your  oAA'n  Bill.  I  will  ask  you  one 
or  two  questions  with  regard  to  the  New  River 
Company.  The  New  River  Company  has  no 
shareholders,  has  it,  in  the  ordinary  sense  ;  it  is 
not  a  joint  stock  company  ?- -Again,  1  do  not 
know  whether  we  are  to  go  into  the  New  River 
Bill,  we  have  not  yet  opened  it.  It  has  not  been 
read  a  second  time. 

2381.  But  you  have  been  perpetually  referring 
to  the  New  River  Company,  and  you  now  object 
to  my  doing  so. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne]  Before  my  learned  friend 
goes  on  ;  of  course  1  have  not  the  least  objection  to 
his  cross-examining  on  any  general  principle,  but 
I  think  it  will  complicate  the  matter  enormously 
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if  he  goes  into  the  details  of  the  New  River  Bill 
at  this  stage. 

Mr.  Littler.']  I  am  not  going  into  details. 

Mr,  Balfour  Browne.']  If  it  is  a  matter 
common  to  the  other  Bills  you  might  have  a 
right  to  go  into  it,  but  certainly  not  if  it  is  some- 
thing that  aifects  the  New  liiver  alone. 

Mr.  Littler.]  I  am  proposing  to  give  an  illus- 
tration of  the  difficulty  arising  out  of  Mr. 
Cripps'  own  suggestion.  He  said  the  Ncav  Kiver 
Company  would  probably  go  on,  and  I  am  now 
going  to  show  to  him  what  the  difficulty 
is  about  the  New  River  Company  on  his  own 
answer. 

Chairman.]  I  think  that  is  fair. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2.382.  (To  the  Witness.)  On  your  own  answer 
it  is  the  fact,  is  it  not,  that  the  New  River 
Company  has  no  shareholders  in  the  ordinary 
sense  ?  — I  am  not  aware  that  that  is  the  case. 
There  are  certain  shares  of  a  pecviliar  character, 
of  course. 

2383.  There  are  a  number  of  gentlemen  asso- 
ciated who  buy  portions  of  freehold  estate.  You 
know  the  holdings  in  the  New  River  Company 
are  not  transferred  by  shares  in  the  ordinary 
way,  but  by  an  assignment  of  fi-eehold  estate, 
is  not  that  so  ?— No,  I  do  not  think  so. 

2384.  Do  you  not  think  so.  Do  you  not 
know  ? — Of  course  I  know  the  position  of  the 
New  River  Company  is  very  exceptional ;  there 
are  the  Kinu's  shares,  there  are  the  Adven- 
turer.*' shares,  and  there  are  the  New  shares. 

2385.  But  do  you  not  know  that  they  are 
freehold  estate,  and  that  they  confer  a  freehold 
vote  for  the  counties  through  which  the  river 
passes? — I  am  not  sure  about  the  King's  and 
Adventurers'  shares,  biit  one  set  of  them  do. 

2386.  Do  you  know  further  that  there  are  no 
annual  meetings  of  shareholders  ? — I  Avas  not 
aware  of  that. 

Chairman.]  It  is  hardly  worth  while  asking 
Mr,  Cripps  if  he  does  not  know  about  these 
particidars. 

Mr.  LAttler. 

2387.  I  want  to  know  how  much  he  knows 
about  the  New  River  Company  when  he  talks  of 
its  being  wound  up? — I  know  that  the  manage- 
ment of  the  New  River  Company's  undertaking 
is  in  the  hands  of  a  board  of  directors  in  a 
different  sense  to  that  in  which  the  other  under- 
takings is  in  the  hands  of  boards  ol  directors, 
and  I  believe  the  boards  of  directors  can  do 
what  they  please  as  regards  the  New  River 
property,  or  at  all  events,  to  a  great  extent, 
without  meetings  of  the  propi'ietors. 

2388.  And  you  know  that  the  possession  of 
certain  shares  constitutes  a  director  ipso  facto  ? 
—Yes. 

2389.  Now,  if  there  is  no  winding  up  of  the 
companies,  how  are  you  going  to  protect  the 
shareholders  when  you  hand  over  the  money. 
You  are  going  to  hand  it  over  to  two  or  three 
gentlemen  who  may  be,  no  doubt,  of  the  highest 
respectability,  but  how  are  you  going  to  protect 
the  shareholdei's? — The  money  can  be  paid  over 
in  whatever  way  the  companies  like,  either  into 
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court  or  to  the  directors,  or  on  the  order  of  a 
general  meeting,  it  does  not  matter  in  the  least. 
I  thought  the  proposals  of  this  Bill  would  jiro- 
bably  be  the  most  convenient,  but,  of  course,  I 
cannot  avail  myself  of  the  assistance  of  the  water 
com})anies  in  this  matter,  ami  we  are  obliged  to 
do  the  best  we  can. 

2390.  You  said,  I  think,  yesterday,  the  reason 
Avhy  the  Metropolis  Waterworks  Bill  of  1877 
and  1878  was  not  gone  on  with,  was  that  the 
Meti'opolitan  Board  of  Works  could  not  promote 
private  Bills? — No.  One  of  those  Bills  was  a 
private  Bill ;  the  other  was  a  public  Bill. 

2391.  I  have  one  which  was  a  public  Bill  in 
my  hand,  and  this  Bill  I  think  was  prepared  by 
you,  was  it  not  ? — It  was  prepared  in  my  office, 
not  by  myself  personally.  I  was  not  personally, 
responsible  for  any  of  the  proceedings  of  1877, 
1878,  or  1879. 

2392.  At  all  events,  I  will  see  what  the  Metro- 
politan Board  thought  was  right.  This  is  the 
Bill  of  1878,  the  Metropolis  Waterworks 
Purchase  Bill.  Clause  5  says,  "The  Boiird 
shall,  within  three  years  after  the  passing  of  the 
Act,  by  notice  in  writing,  require  each  and  every 
company  specified  in  the  Schedule,''  which  I 
think  is  the  whole  eight,  is  it  not  ? — Yes. 

2393.  "  To  sell,  and  every  such  company  shall, 
when  so  required,  sell  in  a  manner  as  prescribed." 
Then  Clause  6  is,  "  The  consideration  to  be  paid 
by  the  Board  for  the  purchase  will  be  such  as 
may  be  settled  by  agreement,  or  failing  such 
agreement,  as  may  be  settled  by  arbitration,  in 
the  manner  provided  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Acts."  That  is 
what  Avas  thought  to  be  fair  then.  Then  there 
was  a  provision  as  to  the  conditions  of  the 
transfer,  fixing  the  date,  and  providing  for  all 
liabilities,  and  so  on.  Then  Clause  10  is,  "  After 
notice  to  purchase  has  been  served  upon  such 
company,  and  imtil  the  transfer  of  the  vmder- 
taking,  the  powers,  privileges  and  authorities  of 
such  company,  and  of  the  directors  of  such 
company  shall  b  i  enjoyed  and  be  exercisable  in 
every  respect  as  if  tliis  Act  had  not  been 
passed,"  That  was  the  proposal  then  I — Provided 
always, 

2394.  "  That  after  such  notice  and  mitil  such 
transfer''  (I  am  much  obliged  to  yi>u)  "shall 
not  make  any  payment,  enter  into  any  contract, 
or  do  any  act  not  necessary  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  their  business  "  (which  is  very  different 
to  tiiis  if  they  cannot  buy  it  without  consent), 
"  whereby  t\\^  Board  may  be  in  anywise  injured 
or  prejudicially  affected."  Then  the -condition 
was  that  the  amount  of  consideration  should  be 
paid  or  issued  to  such  of  the  directors  as  should 
be  provided  at  a  general  meeting ;  "  and  the 
directors  may  exercise  all  the  powers  necessary 
for  distributing  such  consideration  as  aforesaid, 
for  winding  up  the  affairs  of  such  company,  or 
for  continuing  any  part  of  their  business  which 
they  may  be  capable  of  continuing,  according  as 
such  company  shall  by  resolution  determine."' 
Had  you  that  before  you  when  you  prepared 
this  Bill  ?--Yes. 

2395.  And  you  preferred  yours  ? — Substan- 
tially it  is  the  same,  subject  to  this,  that  any 
arrangement  which  the   companies  prefer  for 
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dealing  with  the  purchase-money,  o£  course  the 
Council  would  agree  to.    It  is  quite  immaterial 
to  the  Council  how  that  matter  is  dealt  with  after 
the  money  is  paid. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Pemher. 

2396.  I  think  you  have  already  said  there  is 
no  precedent,  so  far  as  you  know,  for  Clause  10 
of  the  Lambeth  Transfer  Bill,  which  is  to  the 
effect  that  contracts  made  after  notice  of  transfer 
to  be  temporary  only  ? — I  quite  admit  that  the 
whole  of  this  scheme  is  unprecedented,  but  I 
think  you  will  allow  me  to  say  that  there  is  a 
similar  arrangement  ordinarily  as  between  the 
passing  of  an  Act  authorising  a  purchase  and 
the  carrying  out  of  the  purchase. 

2397.  Quite  so  ;  but  of  course  you  will  not  do  ^ 
otherwise  than  notice  that  this  clause  is  retro- 
spective, and  goes  back  to  July  1894  ? — Yes. 

2398.  I  wonder  whether  this  is  quite  clear  to 
your  mind  also,  that  the  clause  makes  any  con- 
tract made  after  that  date  not  only  voidable,  if 
you  think  it  right  to  make  it  voidable,  but 
absolutely  void.  Bear  with  me  while  I  read  it 
to  you :  "  Any  appointment  to  any  office  or 
service  of  the  Lambeth  Company,  and  any  con- 
tract made  with  respect  to  any  matter  connected 
with  the  undertaking  made  by  the  Lambeth 
Company,"  "  made  subsequently  to  the  1  st  of 
July  1894,  shall  not  continue  in  force  after  the 
date  of  transfer,"  it  makes  it  absolutely  void, 
"  unless  it  shall  have  been  made  with  the  consent 
in  writing."  It  does  not,  therefore,  merely  give 
you  the  power  to  repudiate  such  a  contract,  but 
it  makes  the  contract  void  if  it  does  not  happen 
to  have  been  entered  into  with  your  consent  ? — 
Yes,  but  I  have  already  stated  I  really  think 
the  clause  will  probably  have  served  its  purpose 
by  having  been  introduced  into  the  BilL  I  do 
not  think,  myself,  there  is  any  probability  of  the 
companies  having  entered  into  any  contract  of 
the  nature,  as  one  might  describe  it,  of  necessarily 
causing  any  injury,  but  whatever  contracts  have 
been  entered  into — I  am  sure  I  may  say  that  for 
the  Council — of  a  reasonable  and  proper  charac- 
ter, would,  of  course,  be  saved. 

2399.  But  they  are  not  saved ;  that  is  what  I 
want  to  point  out  to  you.  The  clause  as  it  is 
drawn  does  not  give  you  the  power  of  saving  any 
contract ;  it  does  not  say,  "  Shall  not  continue 
in  force  unless  the  Council  shall  be  willing  to 
continue  them,"  but  it  says,  "  Shall  not  continue 
in  force  unless  they  shall  have  been  originally 
made,  with  the  consent  of  the  Council."  I  put 
this  to  you  as  a  concrete  instance,  which  is  much 
fjetter  than  a  general  suggestion.  Are  you  aware 
that  on  the  17th  of  August  1894  the  East 
London  Company  got  a  Bill  which  enables  them 
to  spend  about  400,000/.  or  500,000/.  on  storage 
and  filter  works,  and  so  on  ? — Yes. 

2400.  Are  you  aware  that  by  Clause  9  of  that 
Act  (before  the  Bill  passed)  it  is  provided  that 
the  additional  filter  beds  and  works  for  improved 
filtration  and  storage  shall  be  commenced  as  soon 
as  practicable  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  and 
be  prosecuted  with  all  due  diligence ;  in  other 
words,  that  Parliament  felt  the  urgency  so  great 
that,  as  a  condition  of  our  getting  the  money, 
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they  said,  "  You  shall  begin  at  once  to  spend 
it  "  ? — Yes,  I  am  aware  of  that. 

2401.  Do^  you  know  that  we  have  absolutely,, 
since  July  1894,  let  a  contract  for  the  purpose 
of  making  one  of  the  reservoirs  under  that  Act 
to  the  amount  of  150,000/.  ? — I  am  aware 
generally  that  you  have  taken  steps  to  proceed 
in  the  execution  of  those  works. 

2402.  Will  you  take  it  from  me  that  is  so  ? — 
[  have  no  doubt  there  is  a  contract. 

2403.  As  you  did  not  know  of  the  existence  ot 
a  contract,  I  think  I  may  further  take  it  from 
you  that  that  contract  was  not  entered  into  with 
the  consent  of  the  County  Council  ? — No. 

2404.  Then  just  tell  me  as  a  draftsman  of  these 
Bills,  is  not  that  contract  therefore  absolutely 
void  if  that  clause  passes  into  law  ? — Yes,  I  agree 
at  once  that  a  contract  of  that  sort  is  a  contract 
which  ought  to  pass  to  the  Council  imder  the 
terms  of  the  particular  clause  which  transfers 
contracts. 

2405.  I  think  you  have  fairly  said  that  you 
thought  this  clause  had  served  its  purpose  by 
being  introduced,  which  means,  I  suppose,  we 
may  consider  it  gone  'i — I  think  not.  It  is  a 
matter  of  clause,  I  think  ;  but  perhaps  in  the 
interval  the  companies  could  tell  us,  or  the 
companies  with  whom  we  are  now  dealing, 
whether  there  are  any  particular  contracts  or  not, 
and  they  could  very  easily  be  dealt  with. 

2406.  They  cannot  be  dealt  with  if  that  clause 
remains  ? — They  can  by  an  amendment  of  that 
clause. 

2407.  There  is  another  thing  which  strikes  us 
as  a  little  curious.  I  notice  you  have  a  Clause  8 
in  the  Lambeth  Bill  called  "  transitory  pro- 
visions," and  that  clause  is  worded  in  this  way  i 
^'  Until  the  date  of  transfer  the  undertaking  shall 
be  carried  on  by  the  Lambeth  Company  accord- 
ing to  the  ordinary  course  of  their  business." 
But,  further,  you  say  they  are  to  keep  all  works 
and  property  forming  part  of  the  undertaking  in 
good  and  substantial  repair.  Might  not  that 
involve  the  necessity  of  making  a  somewhat 
extraordinary  contract  ? — Yes,  to  begin  with,  you 
will  see  we  have  made  a  little  amendment  in  that 
clause  already,  and  I  think  that  clause  is  taken 
from  the  Bill  which  Mr.  Littler  referred  me  to, 
and  asked  me  if  I  had  read  the  Bill  of  1878. 

2408.  I  wish  you  had  taken  a  little  more  from 
the  Bill  of  1878,  and  we  should  have  had  less  to 
do.  I  have  done  my  best  to  find  out,  sir,  what  has 
been  asked  in  cross-examination  on  the  general 
points  of  these  Bills,  and  I  do  not  think  it  would 
be  fair  to  you  if  I  persevered  in  general  cross- 
examination.  I  thought  it  worth  while  to  do 
what  I  have  done.  There  is  one  thing  more  I 
should  like  to  say.  The  Lambeth  Company, 
which  is  one  of  the  companies  for  whom  I  appear, 
has  been  to  some  extent  attacked,  by  the  evidence 
of  Mr.  Cripps  and  Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  as  to 
its  charges,  and  one  or  two  other  matters  ;  as 
tho&e  are  all  matters  on  which  the  company  feel 
perfectly  clear,  and  they  only  desire  to  express 
what  their  own  view  is  of  their  legal  rights,  it 
was  not  absolutely  necessary  that  I  should  cross- 
examine  to  either  of  those  points,  and  I  prefer 
therefore  to  leave  those  points  to  substantive 
evidence  if  it  becomes  necessary  to  call  it.  With 
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regard  to  the  other  companies  for  whom  1  appear, 
I  make  the  same  observation ;  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  do  niore. 

Ooss-examined  by  Mr.  Richards. 

2409.  With  regard  to  your  statement  in  evi- 
dence-in-chief at  page  242,  Question  1764,  I 
want  to  ask  you  a  question  as  to  vi^hether  this  is 
on  principle  or  detail.  Taking  the  East  London 
<iistrict,  the  whole  arrangements  probably 
between  the  London  L^ounty  Council  and  the 
county  of  Essex  and  the  urban  authorities,  will 
be  ot  a  different  character  to  those  here.  Now, 
kindly  look  at  page  296,  Question  2182.  "  The 
question  of  relations  of  outside  districts  and  the 
inner  municipality  would  apply,  would  it  not  ? — 
It  has  been  already  stated  that  the  Council  are 
prepared  to  come  to  an  arrangement  with  all  the 
outside  areas  on  the  same  general  principles  as 
those  which  have  satisfied  the  county  of  Surrey, 
but  the  other  counties  are  differently  situated 
and  want  different  arrangements."  What  T  want 
to  ask  you  for  the  County  Council  of  Essex  is 
this,  do  you  adhere  to  your  evidence-in-chief  or 
cross-examination,  that  it  is  a  question  of  detail  or 
of  principle  in  dealing  with  us  ? — I  think  it  is 
rather  a  question  of  detail  than  a  question  of 
principle.  The  Surrey  authorities,  as  has  been 
already  explained,  are  satisfied  with  the  arrange- 
ments we  have  made.  As  regards  the  county 
of  Essex  we  have  a  certain  proposal  from  the 
West  Ham  Corporation,  and  we  understand  we 
are  to  have  a  proposal  from  the  various  local 
authorities  from  the  county  of  Essex.  I  do  not 
think  at  present  we  have  any  definite  proposal, 
but  it  was  indicated  on  their  behalf  that  they 
wished  the  matter  to  be  dealt  with  on  somewhat 
similar  lines.  They  thought  that  possibly  there 
might  be  a  joint  board  established  of  the  various 
local  authorities  in  the  county  of  Essex,  but  as 
regards  general  principles,  as  Mr.  Charles 
Harrison  stated  at  the  outset,  the  Council  are 
quite  prepared  to  offer  to  all  the  outside  counties 
an  arrangement  on  the  same  basis  as  that  with 
Surrey,  S5ubject  of  course  to  this,  that  there  is  a 
particular  provision  in  the  case  of  Surrey  as 
regards  future  requirements  which  would  have 
to  be  considered  carefully  on  its  merits  in  the 
case  of  each  of  the  other  counties. 

2410.  Has  that  proposed  arrangement  with  the 
Borough  of  West  Ham  been  approved  by  the 
County  Council  of  London,  or  their  Water 
Committee  ? — Not  at  present,  but  only  for  this 
reason,  that  we  have  got  a  very  large  number  of 
complicated  questions  to  deal  with  here,  day-by- 
day,  and  the  Committee  dealing  with  that  par- 
ticular matter  ar§,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  going  to 
meet  this  afternoon.  There  has  been  every 
desire  on  the  part  of  the  London  County  Council 
to  act  in  harmony  and  concert  with  all  the  county 
councils. 

2411.  Then  do  I  take  it  from  you  that  as  far 
as  Essex  is  concerned  we  shall  not  be  prejudiced 
by  anything  which  may  pass  in  this  Bill  with 
regard  to  your  agreement  with  Surrey  ;  and 
especially  I  call  your  attention  to  the  question  of 
future  requirements,  for  which  you  only  give  the 
county  of  Surrey  20*  per  cent.  ? — Yes  ;  we  have 
put  our  case  throughout  on  that  basis.    The  cir- 
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cumstances  of  each  cotmty  and  each  district  vary 
so  much  that  you  cannot  be  prejudiced  in  Essex 
by  anything  which  is  done  in  these  Bills. 

2412.  I  mean  on  the  question  of  the  future 
supply,  increasing  population,  and  the  question  of 
springs  in  the  county  of  Essex  being  retained  for 
the  persons  in  that  area  ? — Those  are  questions 
which,  no  doubt,  will  have  to  be  discussed  when 
we  get  to  the  East  London  Bill,  unless  they  are 
all  adjusted,  as  I  hope  they  may  be,  by  agree- 
ment in  the  interval. 

2413.  But  in  no  way  shall  we  be  prejudiced  in 
discussing  that  with  your  County  Council  if  this 
arrangement  with  Surrey  holds  good  ? — I  think 
that  is  rather  a  question  for  you  to  address  to  the 
learned  counsel. 

Chairman.!^  I  do  not  think  Mr.  Cripps  caa 
discuss  this. 

Mr.  Richards.l  I  should  be  satisfied  with  his 
answer  if  he  would  admit  the  circumstances  of 
Essex  are  different  to  those  of  Surrey. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  I  will  admit  they  are 
as  different ;  so  different  that  they  should  not  be 
discussed  on  this  Bill. 

Mr.  Richards.^  If  you  will  say  you  are  pre- 
pared to  discuss  them  as  a  question  of  principle 
if  we  come  to  them,  and  we  shall  not  be  pre- 
cluded, because  an  arrangement  has  been  come  to 
with  Surrey  on  this  basis  

Mr.  Balfour  Brotvue.]  I  will  uot  say  what  I 
will  say  until  the  Bill  comes  on. 

Mr.  Richards.]  What  do  you  say  ? 

Chairman.']  I  do  not  think  we  can  go  into  that 
now. 

Cross-examined  by  Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

2414.  You  said  in  your  examination-in-cluef 
that  you  dealt  with  this  question  by  eight  Bills 
rather  than  one  Bill,  on  the  ground  that  it  would 
be  a  great  saving  of  expense  to  everybody  con- 
cerned ? — That  was  my  own  idea,  certainly,  at 
the  outset  of  the  case. 

2415.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  outside  authori- 
ties have  in  fact  been  advised  that  it  is  impossible 
for  them  to  allow  any  one  of  these  Bills  to  pass 
without  boing  prejudiced  when  they  come  to  dis- 
cuss the  Bill  which  more  immediately  affected 
them;  do  you  know  that? — No,  1  do  not  know 
that.  Of  course  I  cannot  dispute  the  excellence 
of  the  advice  given  to  them ;  I  should  have 
thought  otherwise  myself,  but  they  are  quite 
entitled  to  be  here  and  take  that  line. 

2416.  So  that,  in  point  of  fact,  whatever  your 
intention  may  have  been,  the  result  of  proceeding 
by  eight  Bills  rather  than  by  one  is  to  multiply 
the  number  of  petitions  by  eight? — I  do  not 
think  it  is  so  by  any  means. 

2417.  At  any  rate,  it  will  immensely  multiply 
the  number  of  the  petitions  ? — It  may  multiply 
the  number  of  petitions  to  some  extent,  but  it 
lessens  the  number  of  petitions  which  need  be 
heard  at  the  same  time,  and  a  good  deal  lessen, 
the  contents  of  the  various  petitions. 

2418.  How  is  that;  is  it  not  the  fact  that  all 
the  local  authorities  have  petitioned  against  these 
Bills  ? — I  did  not  advise  them  to,  and  it  is  not  the 
fact,  I  believe. 

Y  2  24 1  9.  You 
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Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued. 

2419.  You  say  it  was  unnecessary.  Let  me 
put  this  to  you  :  Supposing  a  local  authority  had 
allowed  thsse  Bills  to  pass,  supposing  they  are 
passed  without  entering  any  protest,  when  they 
came  to  discuss  the  question  which  immediately 
affected  them,  would  not  they  be  at  once  met 
with  the  reply,  "This  has  been  already  decided"? 
— We  put  these  cases  before  the  Committee 
as  essentially  different  and  distinct  from  one 
another. 

2420.  But  you  have  drawn  all  your  Bills  in 
the  same  way,  and  in  the  same  form? — Yes; 
substantially  in  the  same  form. 

2421.  1  he  general  scheme  of  this  Bill,  as  far 
as  the  outside  authorities  are  concerned,  is  that, 
subject  to  agreement  with  the  London  County 
Council,  the  London  Council  are  to  supply  ihe 
whole  districts,  both  in  and  outside  London,  with 
water,  either  as  they  do  now  or  in  bulk  ? — Either 
as  the  companies  do  now  or  in  bulk. 

2422.  I  will  deal  with  the  disadvantages  of  a 
supply  by  the  London  County  Council  to  outside 
authorities  in  a  minute,  but  how  do  you  suggest 
that  the  County  Council  of  Middlesex,  for  in- 
stance, can  enter  into  any  agreement  which  will 
have  any  binding  force  upon  them  or  upon  the 
London  County  Council  ? — I  think  that  any 
agreement  would  have  to  be  dealt  with  on  the 
same  lines  as  this  agreement  with  the  county 
of  Surrey  ;  it  would  have  to  be  scheduled  to  and 
confirmed  by  the  Bill. 

2423.  But  that  wovdd  not  give  the  Surrey 
County  Council  the  power  to  become,  as  it  is 
contemplated  by  this  agreement  they  should 
become,  the  water  authority  for  the  county  of 
Surrey,  would  it? — As  a  matter  of  fact  it  is  not 
intended  by  the  Surrey  County  Council  to  be- 
come the  water  authority. 

2424.  I  cannot  go  into  the  intentions  of  the 
Surrey  County  Council,  but  in  the  agreement 
the  Surrey  County  Council  contemplates  be- 
coming the  water  authority  for  the  county  of 
Surrey,  is  not  that  so?  it  is  not  worth  disputing 
really,  it  is  quite  clear,  is  it  not? — It  is  quite 
clear  the  effect  of  the  agreement  would  be  to 
transfer  to  the  Surrey  County  Council  all  the 
same  powers  as  regards  distribution  and  charging 
as  the  London  County  Council  would  have  pur- 
chased from  the  companies. 

2425.  That  agreement  the  Surrey  County 
Council  has  no  power  to  carry  out  at  present 
under  its  existing  powers,  has  it  ? — No,  I  do  not 
think  that  there  is  any  existing  statutory  power 
which  would  enable  them  to  enter  into  such  an 
agreement. 

2426.  As  far  as  the  present  position  of  the 
Surrey  County  Council  is  concerned,  that  agree- 
ment is  absolutely  void,  is  it  not? — Yes;  I 
suppose  it  is  until  it  is  confirmed. 

2427.  But  even  as  confirmed.  You  have  read, 
no  doubt,  the  Report  of  the  Local  Government 
Board.  You  know  they  have  reported  that  there 
will  be  no  power  to  carry  out  such  an  agreement 
as  this  ? — No,  I  have  not  read  that.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  that  report,  let  me  explain,  has  reference 
to  the  Bill  as  framed  and  deposited.  There  has 
been  some  correspondence  between  the  Surrey 
County  Council  and  the  Local  Government 
Board  since,  dealing  with  this  particular  subject. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued. 

2428.  But  you  do  not  suggest  that  you  are 
going  to  put  in  provisions  which  will  enable  the 
Surrey  County  Council  to  carry  out  this  agree- 
ment in  your  Bill?— We  propose  certainly  to 
ask  Parliament,  when  the  time  comes,  to  insert 
a  clause  in  this  Bill  confirming  the  agreement 
with  the  Surrey  County  Council. 

2429.  But  will  that  be  sufficient  ?  We  do  not 
want  to  go  into  details  more  than  is  necessary, 
but  you  know  perfectly  well  that  will  not  be 
suflftcient  to  enable  the  Surrey  County  Council 
to  carry  out  this  agreement,  do  you  no  ;  indeed 
it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  agreement,  does  it 
not  ? — I  think  that  it  is  exceedingly  probable 
that  some  further  application  to  Parliament  will 
be  necessary,  and  that  is  provided  for  by  a  clause 
in  the  agreement. 

2430.  But  there  are  no  powers  in  the  Bill  to 
enable  the  Surrey  County  Council  to  buy  a  rate 
for  such  a  purpose  as  becoming  the  water 
authority,  are  there  ? — No. 

2431.  There  is  no  machinery  whatever  to 
enable  them  to  become  the  water  authority,  is 
there  ? — No,  the  only  power  would  be  that  they 
would  be  able  to  mdke  the  same  charges  which 
the  companies  are  now  making. 

2431a.  Do  you  say  they  would  have  the  same 
powers  under  the  agreement  to  levy  the  same 
charges  ? — Yes,  under  this  agreement,  as  con- 
firmed by  an  Act  of  Parliament. 

2432.  Do  you  suggest  that  the  mere  scheduling 
of  this  agreement  to  the  Bill  would  extend  the 
powers  of  the  County  Council  beyond  those 
which  were  given  to  it  by  the  general  Act  of 
Parliament;  do  you  seriously  contend  that?  -I 
think  that  would  be  a  question  of  the  terms  of 
the  clause  confirming  the  agreement,  but  I  think 
myself  that  an  ordinary  confirmation  clause 
would  be  sutficient,  subject  to  Article  12  of  this 
agreement,  which  provides  for  future  applications 
to  Parliament. 

2433.  Have  you  made  any  suggestion  at  all 
that  one  of  the  objects  of  the  Bill  for  the  transfer 
of  the  Lambeth  Company  to  the  London  County 
Council  is  also  to  extend  the  powers  of  the  Surrey 
County  Council  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Broivne.']  May  I  ask,  sir,  really 
does  this  lie  in  the  mouth  of  Middlesex? 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.']  I  will  explain  in  a  moment 
why  I  suggest  this  is  very  important.  What 
we  say  is  that  practically  we  are  left  at  the 
mercy  of  the  London  County  Council  with  such 
an  agreement  as  this,  just  as  much  as  we  were 
before  ;  the  agreement  is  absolutely  valueless 
according  to  our  conception  of  the  law ;  and, 
therefore,  we  shall  be  entirely  at  the  mercy  of 
the  London  County  Council  after  entering  into 
such  an  agreement  just  as  much  as  we  were 
before. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Then  you  can  enter  into 
another  agreement ;  you  are  not  bound  by  this 
agreement.  It  satisfiies  us,  it  satisfies  Surrey, 
and  it  satisfies  the  liocal  Government  Board. 

Chairman.']  I  do  not  think  myself  at  present 
you  can  argue  this  point  upon  this  present  Bill. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]    Allow    me  to  put  my 
point,  if  I  may.    What  is  said  is,  this  Bill  pro- 
vides 
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vides  for  the  supply  by  London  to  the  outside 
authorities  of  water,  but  that  provision  is  subject 
to  another  provision,  that  the  outside  authorities 
should  make  agreements  Avith  London  in  order  to 
supply  themselves,  or  whatever  it  may  be  If  I 
can  show  that  it  is  impossible  for  the  outside 
authorities  to  make  such  an  agreement  then  the 
Bill  is  left  without  that  alternative.  In  other 
words,  it  provides  for  the  supply  by  London  to  out- 
side authorities,  and  I  think  I  shall  be  able  to  show 
you  that  that  is  a  very  undesirable  condition  of 
alfairs,  considering  the  fact  that  we  have  no  kind 
of  representation  on  the  authority  which  proposes 
to  supply  us ;  that  is  my  point. 

Chairman.]  I  think  you  may  do  that. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

2434 1  I  think  I  have  pretty  well  come  to  the 
end  of  it.  (To  the  Witness. )  Practically  this 
agreement  does  contemplate,  does  it  not,  that  it 
will  not  be  effective  without  some  further  legis- 
lation on  the  subject.  I  call  your  attention  to 
Clause  12  ? — Yes  ;  I  have  referred  to  that 
already.  I  do  not  know  that  it  admits  the 
necessity  of  future  applications  to  Parliament, 
but  a  future  application  to  Parliament  may  be 
necessary,  and  that  contingency  is  contemplated. 

2435.  But  how  do  you  propose  they  should 
raise  the  money  fur  the  purchase  of  the  under- 
taking under  your  Bill  without  some  further 
legislation  ? — As  I  say,  it  is  quite  possible  we 
may  not  be  able  to  arrange  it  under  the  combined 
powers  of  this  Bill  and  the  Public  Health  Act ; 
but  the  Surrey  authorities  are  satisfied  with  it. 
I  think  they  are  right  myself,  and  I  think  you 
might  be  satisfied  with  a  similar  agreement. 

2436.  That  is  scarcely  an  answer  to  what  I 
asked.  I  asked  you  whether  it  was  not  necessary 
that  there  should  be  further  legislation  beyond 
this  Bill  in  order  to  enable  the  Surrey  County 
Council  to  carry  out  this  agreement  ? — I  think  it 
is  most  likely  there  would  be,  but  may  I  refer 
you  to  Clause  23  of  the  Bill,  because  the  agree- 
ment which  we  have  made  with  the  Surrey 
County  Council  is  only  an  agreement  under  the 
terms  of  Clause  23. 

2437.  I  admit  that  the  scheme  of  the  Bill 
is  that  the  London  County  Council  should  supply 
the  authorities  outside — there  is  no  doubt  about 
that — but  wliat  I  point  out  to  you  is  that  there 
is  not  sufficient  machinery  and,  as  I  am  advised 
by  those  who  are  much  more  acquainted  with 
the  subject  than  I  am,  there  cannot  be  inserted 
in  this  Bill  any  power  to  enable  the  Surrey 
County  Council  to  carry  out  any  such  agree- 
ment ? — I  think  we  can  insert  in  this  present 
Bill  all  the  powers  which  are  necessary  for  the 
Siirrey  County  Council,  and  I  think  we  should  be 
able  to  msert  all  the  powers  necessary  for  the 
Middlesex  County  Council. 

2438.  Do  you  suggest  there  is  power  in  this 
Bill  for  the  Surrey  County  Council  to  raise 
money  to  buy  these  undertakings  from  London  ? 
—  It  is  not  proposed  the  Surrey  County  Council 
should  raise  any  money. 

2439.  How  are  they  going  to  pay  the  price  ? — 
The  money  will  be  raised  by  the  Urban  District 
Councils  or  the  Joint  Committees  of  the  Urban 
District  Councils,  to  whom  again  the  Surrey 
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Connty  Council  will  transfer  the  powers  which 
they  acquire  from  us, 

2440.  Is  there  a  word  of  that  in  the  agree- 
ment?— J^o,  1  do  not  think  there  is. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broicne.]  It  would  not  be  in  the 
agreement  between  us  and  the  County  Council. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  I  suggest  that  that  would 
be  wholly  beyond  the  powers  of  the  Surrev  County 
Council.  As  to  the  proposal  in  Clause  12  that 
the  Surrey  County  Council  should  promote  a  Bill 
in  order  to  enable  them  to  carry  out  this  agree- 
ment, I  called  Mr.  Harrison's  attention,  and  I 
should  not  bother  you  with  it  again,  only  he  gave 
a  reply  which  I  venture  to  think  may  possibly 
have  misled  the  Committee — to  Section  15  of 
the  Local  Government  Act  of  1888  —  that  ex- 
pressly says,  does  it  not,  that  the  Borough  Funds 
Act  shall  not  apply  to  the  County  Council  so  as 
to  enable  them  to  promote  Bills  in  Parliament. 
Is  not  that  so?  -  I  have  the  Act  here  if  you 
have  any  doubt  about  it,  but  possibly  the  Com- 
mittee would  wish  I  should  not  go  into  this,  as 
it  is  a  question  of  law. 

Chairman.]  Certainly. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  The  only  reason  I  went 
into  it  was  in  consequence  of  the  observation  of 
Mr.  Harrison's  about  the  Borough  Funds  Act. 

Chairman.]  It  is  rather  a  question  of  argu- 
ment, I  think. 

Witness.]  Perhaps  I  can  help  the  matter,  as  a 
question  of  fact,  in  this  way,  by  explaining  to 
Lord  Hobert  that  his  own  County  (Council  have 
introduced  Bills  into  Parliament  and  passed 
them  into  Acts  since  the  passing  of  the  Local 
Government  Act.  It  may  have  been  a  very 
improper  proceeding,  but  they  have  done  it  and 
Parliament  has  recognised  it,  and  I  think  they 
can  do  it  again. 

2441.  I  daresay  that  may  be  so,  if  you  can  do 
it  without  being  found  out,  but  if  you  are  found 
out  you  may  be  stopped. 

Chairman.]  The  Committee  think  this  is  rather 
a  question  for  argument. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

2442.  Very  well,  sir.  (To  the  Witness.) 
Assume  for  the  moment,  if  you  will,  I  am  right, 
and  there  is  no  escape  possible  for  county 
councils  under  this  Bill  from  the  provisions 
which  enable  the  London  County  Council  to 
become  the  water  authority  for  the  outside 
districts  ;  I  ask  you  to  assume  that  ? — I  will ; 
but  I  do  not  agree  with  the  assumption  at  all. 

2443.  Of  course  you  do  not,  but  assume  that  ; 
is  it  not  the  fact  that  in  every  instance  in  which, 
a  municipal  authority  supplies  outside  districts,, 
it  supplies  them  at  a  higher  rate  than  it  supplies-. 
the  consumers  inside  the  municipality.  You 
gave  evidence  in  1891  upon  the  subject,  I  think,, 
or  I  should  not  have  asked  you  ? — You  are  ask- 
ing me  a  question  on  all  the  various  Acts  of 
Parliament  which  all  the  local  authorities  through- 
out the  country  have  had  passed. 

2444.  Can  you  give  me  a  single  instance  to  the 
contrary  ? — I  should  say  there  are  instances  both 
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ways  ;  in  some  cases  the  rate  charged  Is  the 
same  ;  in  some  cases  it  is  higher  in  dilFerent 
parts  of  the  district  than  it  is  in  others  ;  it  depends 
upon  local  considerations. 

2445.  If  you  tell  me  you  do  not  know,  I  will  not 
press  it ;  but  is  it  not  the  fact  that  it  is  higher 
in  Glasgow,  in  Manchester,  in  Oldham,  in 
Barnsley,  in  Bolton,  Shetfield,  Huddersfield, 
Cardiff,  Blackburn,  and  a  great  number  of  other 
places  ? — I  am  more  or  less  familiar  with  all  of 
those  cases,  but  I  could  not  answer  the  question 
in  a  general  way  ;  each  case  would  require  care- 
fully looking  into. 

244fi.  That  being  so,  I  have  only  to  ask  you 
one  further  question.  There  is  no  proposal 
made  by  the  London  County  Council  that  the 
outside  authorities  should  be  represented  on  the 
water  authority,  which  is  to  have  the  control  of 
these  districts  beyond  the  limits  of  the  county  of 
London,  is  there  ? — No,  that  is  the  point  which 
was  thrashed  out  in  1891. 

2447.  I  only  ask  you  whether  there  is  any  such 
proposal  in  this  Bill  ? — No. 

2448.  And  that,  I  understand,  the  County 
Council  do  not  suggest  as  a  possible  alternative 
for  the  present  proposal  ? — No. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Lewis  Coward. 

2449.  I  wish  to  ask  you  one  or  two  questions 
on  behalf  of  the  Surrey  County  Council.  There 
was,  as  we  all  know,  a  Report  of  the  Local 
Government  Board,  on  the  80th  April  1895. 
That  is  before  the  Committee,  I  think  ? — Yes, 
that  is  so. 

2450.  Since  that  Report  I  believe  there  has  also 
been  correspondence,  has  there  not,  between  the 
Surrey  County  Council  and  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board,  with  which  you  are  acquainted  ? — I 
am  acquainted  with  it  in  this  sense,  that  the 
chairman  of  the  Siu-rey  County  Council  has 
given  me  the  correspondence,  and  a  copy  of  it 
has  been  sent  to  me  from  the  Local  Government 
Board. 

2451.  I  do  not  want  to  read  the  letter  in  extenso 
(I  will  hand  it  in  to  be  placed  upon  the  Notes), 
but  I  wish  to  draw  your  attention  to  the  letter  of 
24th  May  from  the  Local  Government  Board, 
and  read  this  passage  from   it :   "  The  Board 
understood  from  the  letter  of  the  County  Council 
that  the  district  councils  agree  in  the  course 
which  the   County  Council  are  taking  in  the 
matter,  that  the  County    Council  are  acting 
solely  in  the  interests  of  the  local  authorities 
affected,  that  there  is  no  desire  on  the  part  of  the 
County  Council  to  become  a  water  authority 
themselves,  nor  in  any   way  to   override  the 
district  councils,  who  have  the  statutory  right  to 
1)6  the  water  authorities  for  their  own  districts, 
and  that  they  have  no  intention  to  make  any 
proposal  which  could  involve  any  charge  on  the 
general  county  rate,  except  in  respect  of  the 
present  proceedings  in  Parliament.    The  Board 
further  observe  that  it  is  proposed  to  leave  open 
for  the  future  decision  of  Parliament  the  question 
as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  parts  of  the  under- 
takings purchased  by  the  County  Council  under 
the  Bills  are  ultimately  to  be  dealt  with.  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  Board  do  not  desire  to 
raise  any  objection  to  the  policy  which  the  County 
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Council  are  pursuing  with  respect  to  the  Bills 
in  question."  So  that  that  is  in  accordance,  I 
see,  with  the  view  you  have  expressed  to  my 
learned  friend.  Lord  Robert  Cecil  ?  —  Yes ;  there 
is  one  paragraph  in  the  letter  of  Sir  Richard 
Wyatt  to  the  Local  Government  Board  which 
is  perhaps  worth  referring  to.  The  County 
Council,  of  course,  point  out  that  their  legal 
position  is  doubtful,  but  they  say  this  :  "  Since 
the  establishment  of  county  councils  it  is  clearly 
their  privilege  and  duty  to  do  anything  in  their 
power  for  the  general  interests  of  "the  local 
authorities  within  their  borders."  It  was  on  that 
view  that  the  Surrey  County  Council  acted,  and  it 
was  that  view  which  was  endorsed  by  the  whole  of 
the  local  authorities  in  the  Surrey  district,  and 
it  is  that  view  which  the  Local  Government 
Board  endorsed  in  their  letter  of  24th  May. 
(Z%e  Correspondence  was  handed  in.  See 
Appendix.^ 

Re-examined  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2452.  I  will  deal  first  with  the  matters  which 
have  been  dealt  Avith  to-day.  First,  as  to  county 
councils.  I  believe  when  the  Act  was  first 
introduced  county  councils  were  not  allowed  to 
appear  against  W ater  Bills,  and  were  allowed 
no  locus  standil — Do  you  mean  the  Act  of 
1888? 

2453.  Yes.  Are  you  aware  that  a  Standing 
Order  was  passed  giving  them  the  express  right 
to  appear  upon  Water  Bills  ? — Yes. 

2454.  As  to  a  higher  price  being  charged 
outside,  if  you  buy  the  whole  of  these  undertak- 
ings, the  administrative  county  of  London  becomes 
responsible  for  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money? 
—Yes. 

2455.  The  outside  districts  would  still  be 
entitled  to  get  water,  but  would  be  responsible 
for  none  of  the  debt  ? — That  would  be  so. 

2456.  Under  those  circumstances,  is  there,  in 
your  view,  a  ground  for  a  differential  rate 
between  the  inside  and  the  outside  ? — I  have 
always  thought  so  in  the  various  cases  which 
have  been  before  Parliament  before,  and  it  seems 
to  me  to  be  so  here. 

2457.  1  do  not  know  whether  you  know  it  was 
fought  out  last  year  in  the  Neath  case,  where  a 
differential  rate  was  allowed  until  the  whole  debt 
was  paid  off,  when  the  rates  were  lo  be  equalised  ? 
— I  recollect  something  about  that  case. 

2458.  Now,  as  to  the  clauses  my  friend  asked 
you  about.  I  do  not  want  to  go  into  them, 
because  we  are  on  preamble,  which  I  think  is 
mixed  up  with  Clause  6.  Will  you  be  willing  to 
listen  to  any  suggestion  upon  any  of  the  clauses 
to  make  them  any  better  or  juster? — Yes;  I 
wish  very  much,  without  any  prejudice  to  their 
general  opposition  to  the  preamble,  Mr.  Holhims 
and  his  friends  would  let  me  have  any  amend- 
ments on  the  clauses  which  are  thought 
desirable,  and  I  am  sure  if  they  are  reasonable 
they  will  be  accepted  by  the  London  County 
Council. 

2459.  Suppose  the  winding-up  of  a  company  is 
an  expense,  as  you  admit,  it  seems  fair  enough 
that  that  expense  should  be  borne  by  you  ? — I 
think  so. 

2460.  And  if  a  clause  is  submitted  to  that 

effect. 
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effect,  I  daresay  you  will  give  it  your  best  con" 
sideration  ? — I  have  not  the  least  doubt  that  i* 
would  be  considered  by  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee of  the  Coimcil. 

2461.  There  was  a  matter  in  my  mind  of  a 
somewhat  similar  nature,  and  qviestions  were 
asked  about  it  yesterday.  Supposing  there  is 
an  expense  put  upon  these  people  in  re-investing 
their  money  (I  do  not  know  what  the  cost  of  re- 
investment would  be,  it  varies,  of  course,  but  is 
that  a  matter  which  ought  fairly  to  be  considered, 
even  if  it  is  not  in  Clause  6  ;  should  you  pay  them 
the  money  for  the  re-investment;  do  you  con- 
sider that  is  a  fair  matter  to  be  considered  ? — 
Quite,  certainly. 

2462.  For  re-investment  ? — Certainly. 

2463.  I  take  it  that  when  you  knock  out  the 
10  per  cent,  for  compulsory  sale,  you  do  not 
intend  to  say  that  the  County  Council  would  not 
listen  to  a  suggestion  that  an  amount  might  be 
allowed  for  re-investment  ?—  I  thought  that  par- 
ticular point  might  have  been  covered  by  the 
Bill  as  it  stands,  i 

2464.  If  it  is  not  we  will  make  it  so  ? — I 
think  that  it  is  clear  that  if  the  shareholder  is  to 
be  put  to  any  expense  in  the  way  of  cost  in  re- 
investment, in  one  way  or  other,  that  should 
certainly  be  secured  to  him. 

2465.  Now,  as  to  another  matter  of  clause. 
My  learned  friend  has  taken  exception  to  the 
Contract  Clause,  namely,  the  clause  forbidding 
contracts  since  a  certain  date.  If  the  contracts 
are  proper  ones,  such  as  the  one  suggested  of 
150,000^.  for  new  works,  do  you  not  think  the 
County  Council  ought  to  have  the  power  of 
adopting  such  contracts  ? — Yes. 

2466.  And  if  the  clause  does  not  give  you 
power  we  will  make  it  give  you  the  power  ? — 
Certainly  ;  you  see  it  is  only  an  extension  of 
the  clause  which  is  in  every  other  Transfer  Act 
practically.  It  other  cases  it  applies  as  between 
the  date  of  the  Act  and  the  actual  transfer,  and 
here  we  propose  to  extend  it  somewhat  back- 
ward because  of  the  publicity  which  is  given  to 
all  the  proceedings  of  the  Council. 

2467.  As  I  understand,  when  the  notice  that 
you  were  going  to  promote  Bills  for  this  purchase 
came  out,  these  people  might  have  entered  into 
improper  contracts  ? — Yes. 

2468.  If  they  had  done  so,  and  there  had  not 
been  such  a  clause,  you  might  have  been  com- 
pelled to  take  all  these  improper  contracts  ? — 
Yes. 

2469.  They  have  not  done  so,  so  far  as  you 
know,  and  therefore,  as  you  say,  the  clause  has 
served  its  turn  ? — I  am  not  at  the  moment  cer- 
tain about  the  date  of  1st  July  1894,  but  I 
believe  that  date  was  adopted  because  it  was  on 
that  day  that  there  appeared  in  public  (as  the 
proceedings  of  the  Council  are  public)  the  notice 
of  the  intention  of  the  Council  to  proceed  with 
these  Bills. 

2470.  As  for  its  being  unprecedented,  that  is 
not  so,  because  I  find  that  in  the  INorthwich  Bill 
Clause  3  of  Section  18  says,  "The  Limited 
Company  shall  not,  without  the  previous  consent 
in  writing  of  the  Local  Board,  enter  into  any 
new  liability,  contract,  agreement,  or  other  obli- 
gation except  such  as  may  be  in  the  ordinary 
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course  of  the  proper  condoct  of  tlie  water  under- 
taking and  except  in  cases  of  emergency,  and  the 
arbitrators  and  iimpire  shall  not  take  into  account 
any  new  liability,  contract,  agreement,  or  other 
obligation,  except  as  aforesaid,  which  may  have 
been  incurred  since  the  twenty-seventh  day  of 
March,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  eighty- 
five."  That  was  the  date  of  the  introduction  of 
the  Bill  ? — Yes,  I  think  it  is  a  usual  clause,  and 
a  necessary  and  pi'oper  one,  subject  to  any  sug- 
gestions for  its  modifications  such  as  Mr.  Pember 
made  just  now. 

2471.  As  to  the  debenture  stock,  I  think  Mr. 
Littler  admitted  tliar,  Clause  17  met  his  point,  so 
I  will  not  ask  anything  more  about  that.  As  to 
transfer  before  payment,  are  you  aware  that 
every  public  company  under  the  Land  Clauses 
Act  has  a  right  to  take  possession  under  Sections 
84  and  85,  if  they  give  a  bond  to  deposit  the 
money  in  Chancery  ? — That  is  so. 

2472.  Therefore  the  whole  object  of  that  is, 
that  the  person  who  is  parting  with  his  land 
should  be  absolutely  secure  of  his  purchase- 
money  ? — Yes. 

2473.  Do  you  think  that  the  clauses  in  this 
Bill  make  the  sellers  of  these  undertakings 
absolutely  secure  ? — I  think  they  do  ;  they  were 
intended  to  do  so. 

2474.  Is  that  the  intention  ?  —  That  is  the 
intention  ;  if  it  is  not  carried  out  it  shall  be 
carried  out. 

2475.  As  my  friend  Mr.  Freeman  reminds 
me,  there  is  a  precedent  in  the  Hackney  Com- 
mons case  for  transfer  before  purchase.  That 
was  a  Bill  you  yourself  introduced,  so  I  dai'esay 
you  are  familiar  with  it  ? — Yes,  of  course,  I 
ought  to  have  recollected  that;  that  was  not  at 
aU  a  dissimilar  case.  There  were  very  areat 
complications  of  title  and  of  rights,  and  claims 
and  one  thing  and  another  in  the  Hackney  Com- 
mons case.  The  Council  bought  the  Hackney 
Commons,  and  they  were  transferred  absolutely 
as  from  a  given  date  to  and  vested  in  the  London 
County  Council ;  or  I  am  not  sure  whether  it 
was  the  Council  or  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works,  which  is  immaterial.  Then  a  machinery 
was  provided,  under  which  an  arbitrator  subse- 
quently held  an  inquiry  and  listened  to  every- 
thing there  was  to  be  said,  and  arrived  at  some 
conchision  as  to  how  the  purchase-money  should 
be  paid  and  divided. 

2476.  As  to  the  debenture  stock,  as  I  under- 
stand, you  are  willing  to  make  the  debenture 
holders  absolutely  secure  in  any  way  that  is 
agreeable  to  the  companies  ? — Yes  ;  but  you  see 
there  is  this,  which  is  a  real  difficulty  in  the 
case,  and  which  we  must  regard.  Of  course,  at 
present  the  debenture  stock  of  each  of  these 
companies  is  a  charge  simply  upon  the  margin  of 
revenue  of  that  particular  company  after  paying 
its  working  expenses.  Now,  you  see  how  largely 
these  companies  differ,  or,  at  all  events,  you  see 
the  position  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  and 
the  Lambeth  Water  Companies,  and  the  position 
of  some  others,  as  has  been  indicated.  It  is 
quite  clear,  therefore,  there  may  be  a  very  great 
difference  in  the  value  of  the  security  of  the 
debenture  stock  holders  of  these  different  com- 
panies. If  you  were  to  transfer  all  the  debenture 
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stock  on  to  the  rates  of  London,  it  would  give 
even  to  the  best  debenture  stock  a  higher  value 
than  it  now  possesses,  and  it  would  give  to  the 
inferior  debenture  stocks  an  equal  value,  and  one 
which,  as  compared  with  others,  it  would  be  verj 
unfair  that  they  should  possess.  It  is  a  real 
difficulty,  and,  of  course,  if  the  companies  would 
take  the  purchase-money  for  the  whole  under- 
taking, and  divide  it  between  themselves  and 
their  debenture  stock  holders,  I  take  it  that  that 
would  meet  the  views  of  the  Council.  But  the 
Council  thought  it  Avould  be  necessary  to  secure, 
at  all  events,  the  interests  of  the  debenture  stock 
holders,  and  the  clause  is  so  framed  to  secure  to 
the  debenture  stock  holders  of  each  undertaking 
the  charge  u[ion  the  rates  derivable  from  the  area 
of  that  particular  undertaking.  1  have  several 
times  over  endeavoured  to  get  anybody  repre- 
senting the  debenture  stock  holders  to  meet  me 
and  disciiss  that  point ;  but  I  really  think  there 
is  nothing  whatever  in  it. 

2477.  As  I  understand,  the  attitude  of  the 
Council  is  this,  if  the  com[)anies  will  take  the 
money  and  deal  with  their  own  debenture  holders, 
the  Council  is  prepared  to  hand  it  over? — Yes, 
the  Council  thought  they  could  hardly  coerce 
the  debenture  stock  holders  into  taking  a  sum  in 
cash  instead  of  debenture  stock.  The  Council 
considers  it  has  got  to  pay  the  value  of  this  con- 
cern, and  the  value  of  it  is  a  value  subject  to  the 
charge  of  the  debenture  stock.  If  the  com- 
panies will  keep  their  debenture  stock  and  settle 
with  their  own  creditors,  of  course  they  can  do 
so  in  their  own  way. 

Mr.  Pember. 

2478.  I  think  the  witness  must  have  forgotten 
Clause  11.  It  distinctly  says  that  after  three 
months'  notice  in  writing  to  the  holders  the 
Council  have  the  option  of  cancelling  the  deben- 
ture stock.  He  has  just  now  said  he  felt  they 
ought  not  to  force  the  holders  to  take  cash  in 
lieu  of  the  stock  ? — Not  at  anything  less  than  the 
present  market  value. 

2479.  You  did  not  say  that?  — That  is  a  question 
which  may  be  open  to  consideration  on  clauses, 
but  of  course  it  is  obvious  this  undertaking  has 
only  a  certain  value. 

Chairman.l  I  think  we  understand  the  Coun- 
cil pledges  itself  to  do  what  is  fair  in  the 
matter,  and  we  had  better  discuss  it  vn  clauses. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2480.  Very  well,  sir.  (To  the  Witness.)  With 
regard  to  the  60  years  or  30  years  in  whicb  you 
may  be  allowed  to  pay  off  the  debt  contracted  in 
paying  these  companies,  that  does  not  affect  them 
much  ? — No,  I  do  not  see  it  has  anything  to  do 
with  them. 

2481.  As  I  understand,  you  believe  (as  in  the 
case  of  other  water  companies),  if  you  take  over 
these  sources  of  supply,  and  have  to  abandon 
them  and  go  to  Wales,  still  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board  will  allow  you  (o  have  60  years  to 
pay  them  off? — Asa  matter  of  fact,  the  Local 
Government  Board  is  not  concerned  in  the 
matter  ;  it  is  between  ourselves  and  Parliament. 
Of  course  we  hoped  that  the  companies  would 
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consent  to  our  Bill,  for  this  reason,  that  the  pass- 
ing of  that  Bill,  which  they  have  now  blocked, 
would  facilitate  the  raising  of  the  money  to  pay 
them,  but  they  do  not  seem  to  look  at  it  in  that 
point  of  view  ;  they  are  endeavouring  to  defeat 
the  general  scheme  by  stopping  that  point  of 
view ;  they  are  endeavouring  to  defeat  the 
general  scheme  by  stopping  that  part  of  it. 

2482.  My  learned  friend  Mr.  Littler  also 
asked  you  about  the  market  value  of  the  stock 
of  these  companies.  Here  is  a  diagram  Avhich  is 
about  the  most  interesting  thing  1  have  seen  in 
the  case,  which  shows  in  one  line  the  market 
price  of  the  stock,  it  also  shows  the  dividend 
and  while  dividends  have  practically  reniaine 
stationary,  the  market  price  of  the  stock  varie 
according  to  various  circumstances  ? — Yes. 

2483.  First  it  was  very  low  upon  Mr.  Cross' 
speech  in  1879  ? — Yes,  you   will  see   a  very 
significant  alteration  then. 

2484.  Then  in  October  of  that  year  it  goes  up 
and  in  March  1880  it  is  up  almost  to  the  top  of 
the  Himalayas,  because  an  agreement  is  come  to 
with  Mr.  Smith.  It  then  goes  down  very  much 
on  the  Report  of  the  Select  Committee  presided 
over  hy  Sir  William  Harcourt ;  it  fluctuates 
very  considerably,  but  on  the  30th  November 
1883,  on  the  decision  of  Dobbs'  case  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  it  goes  down  to  the  lowest  point 
I  think,  except  that  upon  Mi\  Cross's  speech 
Again,  it  <:oes  up  steadily  and  reaches  a  very 
high  point,  but  begins  to  go  down  when  Sir  John 
Lubbock's  letter  was  sent  to  the  Government 
asking  for  the  appointment  of  a  Royal  Com 
mission.  On  the  appointment  of  the  Royal 
Commission  the  price  is  very  low  ]  when  the 
Royal  Commission  inquiry  is  being  held  it  goes 
up ;  on  the  Royal  Commission  Report  being 
made  it  goes  up  again,  and  it  goes  up  to  the  very 
highest  point  it  has  yet  reached  until  the  County 
Council  Hills  were  given  notice  of  in  1894,  when 
it  begins  to  descend  again.  Will  you  hand  that 
to  the  Chairman  and  let  him  see  it? — Yes. 

2485.  That  shows  that  the  market  price  does 
not  really  depend  upon  the  dividends  which  are 
shown  by  the  black  line  right  across.  The  red  line 
you  need  not  bother  with,  because  that  is  only 
the  price  of  consols,  but  it  does  fluctuate  very 
largely  by  considerations  of  new  sources  of 
supply  and  other  matters,  and  if  the  people  who 
buy  the  stock  consider  these  matters,  do  you 
think  the  arbitrator  should  be  made  to  consider 
them  too  ? — Yes.  You  must  not  make  me 
responsible  for  this  diagram  ;  I  have  not  had  an 
opportunity  of  checking  it ;  it  can  be  proved  if 
necessary,  but,  speaking  generally,  I  can  tell 
you  this  :  if  you  watch  what  has  happened  with 
regard  to  this  stock,  you  will  see  indications  that 
a  great  quantity  of  it  was  purchased  in  1880  in 
the  hope  that  a  large  profit  might  be  made  on 
that  purchase  in  consequence  of  Mr.  Smith's 
agreements,  and  you  will  see  it  is  curious  that 
the  position  of  the  matter  has  fluctuated  from 
time  to  time  in  accordance  with  the  indications 
of  Parliamentary  policy,  showing,  I  think,  that 
the  market  value  is  not  by  any  means  a  fair 
criterion  of  the  real  value  of  these  companies' 
undertakings. 

2486.  That   disposes   of   all    the  questions 
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which  have  been  asked  to-day,  and  I  will  c  -me 
to  some  questions  which   were  asked  you  by 
Mr.  Bidder. 

Mr.  PemhcrP^  May  we  have  a  look  at  that 
diao-ram,  because  we  should  like  to  check  it,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  from  time  to  time. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  I  think  you  will  find  it 
correct. 

iVlr.  Pemher.']  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt 
that  market  value  is  altered  by  the  fear  of  con- 
fiscaiion,  and  matters  of  that  kind.  Of  course 
the  price  of  a  stock  varies  according  as  people 
think  their  investments  are  going  to  be  left 
alone  or  not. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broivne.]  Mr.  Bidder  says  that 
the  London  County  Council  are  quite  satisfied 
with  the  Royal  Commission  Report.  He  put 
that  to  you  yesterday  or  the  day  before.  Will 
you  explain  the  attitude  the  County  Council 
take  in  reference  to  that  matter  ?  ^' 

Mr.  Pemher.']  Which  company  does  this 
diagram  refer  to  ? 

IVlr.  Balfour  Browne. 
2487.  To  the  Lambeth  Company.  (To  the 
Witness.)  Will  you  explain  the  attitude  of  the 
County  Council  ? — As  a  matter  of  fact  the  views 
of  the  County  Council  in  regard  to  that  matter 
are  set  out  very  clearly  in  that  report  of  the 
water  committee  of  the  1st  February,  which  was 
approved  by  the  Council,  and  is  on  the  notes, 
and  indicates  exactly  the  view  which  the  water 
committee  and  the  London  County  Council  have 
taken  of  the  report  of  the  Roya!  Commission. 
Mr.  Bidder  rather  put  it  into  my  mouth  that  the 
London  County  Council  Avere  dissatisfied  with 
it.  Of  course  they  are  thoroughly  satisfied  with 
it  in  this  sense,  that  the  information  contained 
in  it  is  most  valuable,  and  the  evidence  is  most 
important,  and  the  recommendations  in  it  are  en- 
titled to  very  great  respect.  But  the  extent  to 
which  they  differ  from  what  they  think  is  indicated 
as  conclusions  of  the  Royal  Commission  and  what 
they  think  about  the  matter  is  set  out  in  the  words 
of  the  council  in  the  report  of  the  water  committee 
on  the  1st  February,  which  is  already  on  the  notes. 

2488.  And  one  of  the  things  which  has  been 
deprecated  all  along  was  the  limitation  of  the 
inquiry  merely  to  the  Thames  and  Lea  Valleys, 
is  not  that  so? — I  would  rather  put  it  that  the 
Council  admit  and  say  that  the  real  ultimate 
solution  of  the  water  question  was  neither  within 
the  scope  of  the  inquiry  of  the  Royal  Commission, 
nor  was  it  dealt  Avith  by  the  Royal  Commission. 
The  Royal  Commission  reported  on  the  refer- 
ence which  was  made  to  them,  and  it  is  on  their 
report,  and  the  conclusions  draAvn  from  it,  that 
the  water  committee  of  the  Council  came  to  this 
resolution  ;  so  1  do  not  want  my  words  to  imply 
that  the  London  County  Council  were  more 
satisfied  with  the  report  than  appears  upon  their 
own  documents. 

2489.  Also  in  1893  did  the  Council  apply  for 
a  Bill  with  regard  to  general  probable  sources  of 
suj)ply  ?—  Yes,  they  did. 

2490.  Wiiat  was  the  object  of  that  measure  ? 
I  think  that  was  immediately  after  the  report  of 
the  fJoyal  Commission.    I  know  that  Sir  John 
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Lubbock  took  a  great  deal  of  personal  interest 
in  the  matter,  and  urged  the  importance  of  the 
Council  proceeding  without  any  delay  to  obtain 
such  powers  as  it  could,  in  the  time,  to  acquire 
some  new  source  of  water  sup])ly  for  London, 
and  the  Committee  and  the  Council  resolved 
then  to  inti'oduce  the  l)est  Bill  which  they  could 
in  the  circumstances.  There  was  no  time  to  do 
more  than  suggest  that  the  London  County 
Council  should  have  some  general  powers  of 
entering  into  agreements  with  the  owners  of 
water-bearing  areas  for  the  purchase  of  such 
water-bearins;  area,  as  a  matter  of  preservation 
for  London,  and  generally  for  the  protection  of 
London.  That  Bill  had  to  be  abandoned  ;  of 
course  the  whole  scheme  of  it  was  necessarily 
very  incomplete,  and  it  was  withdrawn. 

2491.  But  it  did  show  that  the  County 
Council  was  contemplating  new  sources  of 
supply  ? — Yes. 

2492.  Was  the  opposition  to  the  Birmingham 
Bill  of  1892  on  a  similar  basis  ? — That  originated 
from  a  similar  apprehension  on  the  ))art  of  those 
members  of  the  London  County  Council  who 
have  always  been  of  opinicm  that  a  new  source  of 
supply  was  imperatively  necessary.  It  was 
thought  necessary  in  that  case  on  behalf  of  the 
Council,  and  the  Council  resolved  to  oppose  the 
scheme  of  Birmingham,  forgetting  their  great 
water  supply  from  the  rivers  Elan  andClaerwen. 
It  seemed  a  long  way  off,  but  we  were  in  this 
difficulty,  that  we  had  no  Parliamentary  status  as 
a  water  authority  at  all,  and  I  think  our  case 
was  an  exceedingly  weak  one,  and  Parliament  so 
regarded  it,  but  it  indicates  very  clearly  the 
view  of  the  whole  of  the  Council  as  to  the 
importance  and  necessity  of  looking  out  on  the 
part  of  London  for  a  new  source  of  supply  quite 
outside  the  Thames  watershed. 

2493.  Under  these  circumstances  do  you  think 
it  right  the  arbitrator  should  have  regard  to  the 
possibility  of  new  sources  when  he  makes  his 
award  upon  the  value  of  these  companies  ? — I 
think  so,  certainly  ;  and,  of  course,  we  shall  have 
to  trouble  the  Comn)ittee  with  evidence  upon 
that  point  later,  and  perhaps,  therefore,  I  need 
not  anticipate  it.  But  there  are  many  indi- 
cations from  which  it  seems  to  me  perfectly  clear 
to  the  effect  that  resort  to  some  new  source  of 
supply  outside  the  Thames  is  really  ])ractically 
immediately  necessaiy,  or  at  least,  desirable. 

2494.  Something  was  asked  by  Mr.  Bidder 
about  the  amalgamation  of  the  Lambeth  with  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  ?  — Yes  ; 
Mr.  Bidder  referred  me  to  an  opinion  expressed 
by  t'le  Committee  of  1852,  after  they  had  passed 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill  of  that  year. 

2495.  When  was  the  proposed  amalgamation  ? 
— There  never  was  any  proposed  amalgamation 
at  that  time,  but  the  Committee  pointed  out 
what  must  be  obvious  to  everybody,  that  some 
form  of  combination  of  the  Southwark  and  Vaux- 
hall and  the  Lambeth  water  areas  would  result 
in  economy  in  the  use  of  water,  and  might  be 
desirable,  and  they  suggested  that  the  two  com- 
panies should  consider  the  matter.  Of  course, 
that  was  one  way  in  which  the  thing  might  have 
been  dealt  with  ultimately.  It  was  based  upon 
what  was  really  the  foundation  of  this  Bill,  the 
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desirability  of  consolidating  the  water  under- 
takings of  these  two  companies,  but,  of  course,  if 
any  Bill  for  that  amalgamation  had  been  intro- 
duced, that  would  have  happened  which  did 
happen  when  a  Bill  Avas  introduced  in  1883,  it 
would  have  been  said  at  once  that,  as  a  necessary 
and  ordinary  condition  of  amalgamation,  the 
charges  of  the  amalgamating  companies  must  be 
reduced  to  the  level  of  tlie  lower  of  the  two 
amalgamating  companies.  That  might  have  gone 
some  way  towards  settling  this  question.  When 
the  proposal  for  amalgamation  was  introduced,  it 
was  met  with  so  determined  an  opposition,  unless 
there  was  a  complete  reduction  of  rates,  that  it 
had  to  be  abandoned.  1  do  not  think,  indeed, 
the  Lambeth  Company  would  have  agreed  to 
surrender  their  high  powers  to  charge. 

2496.  Mr.  Bidder  says,  The  suggestion  of  the 
County  Council  is  that  the  companies  gave 
pledges  in  1852  that  tliey  would  not  charge  up  to 
their  maximum."  He  says,  ''You have  also  been 
in  Parliament  repeatedly  opposing  the  companies' 
Bills,  yet  you  have  never  drawn  the  attention  of 
Parliament  to  that  fact."  What  do  you  say  in 
answer  to  that  ? — I  do  not  think  he  attaches 
sufficient  importance  to  the  history  of  London  in 
this  matter.  Of  course,  we  go  so  fast  that  to  a 
great  extent  it  is  really  not  fully  understood.  It 
has  never  been  possible  for  London  to  deal  witb 
that  matter  until  the  present  time.  The  Com- 
mittee will  remember  that  previous  to  1855,  and, 
indeed,  previous  to  1888,  there  Avas  no  such  thing 
as  London  at  all  recognised  on  the  statutes.  In 
1855  what  was  called  the  Metropolis  was  created 
for  the  purpose  of  main  drainage  only,  by  the 
Metropolis  Management  Act  of  that  year. 
That  consisted  of  the  City  of  London,  a  portion 
of  the  County  of  Middlesex,  a  portion  of  the 
County  of  Surrey,  and  a  portion  of  the  County 
of  Kent.  But  th;it  only  existed  for  the  pm-pose 
of  main  drainage,  it  had  no  statutory  existence 
for  any  other  purposes,  and  it  was  only  in  1888 
that  the  area  which  had  been  made  the  Metro- 
polis for  the  purposes  of  the  Act  of  1855  became  the 
Coimty  of  London,  as  indicated  by  the  dark  line 
on  those  maps.  But,  even  then,  though  Lonion 
got  to  a  certain  exteiit  municipal  representation, 
the  municipal  authority  had  no  power  to  deal 
with  this  waterworks  question.  We  were 
struggling  and  struggling  to  get  the  powers, 
but  we  were  opposed  by  the  Companies,  and  it 
was  not  until  1892  that  there  was  any  legal  body 
which  could  have  dealt  with  this  question  ;  there- 
fore it  is  not  the  least  surprising  that  the  people 
of  London  have  had  to  submit  to  this  large 
charge,  notwithstanding  the  undertakings  of  1852, 
over  so  long  a  period  of  years. 

2497.  If  we  are  right  that  Parliament  did  give 
them  the  powers,  relying  on  these  pledges,  then 
do  you  think  it  is  a  matter  which  should  be  con- 
sidered ? — Certainly. 

2498.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  can  prove 
theie  were  no  such  pledges,  and  that  Parliament 
gave  them  the  maximum  powers  with  the  full 
'ntention  of  their  charging  them,  then  the  arbi- 
trator will  consider  that? — I  think  that  is  one  of 
the  points  which  it  is  most  essential  the  arbi- 
trator should  quite  clearly  have  regard  to.  He 
may  think  we  have  not  made  out  our  case  about 
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the  i)ledge,  and  if  not,  I  suppose  he  will  award 
accordmgly. 

2499.  My  learned  friend  drew  your  attention 
to  the  Preamble  in  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Bill,  and  he  said  that  was  to  cut  down  the 
charges  before  you  submitted  them  to  the  arbi- 
trator at  all,  "  And  whereas  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  have  exhausted  the  powers 
of  drawing  water  from  the  Thames  conferred  on 
them  by  Parliament,  and  cannot  legally  and 
efficiently  supply  the  requirements  of  their  dis- 
crict,  and  have  charged  and  are  charging  the 
consumers  of  water  in  their  district  rates  for  the 
supply  of  water  drawn  by  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  from  the  river  Thames  in 
excess  of  their  legal  powers."  That  means  they 
are  charging  for  water  drawn  from  the  Thames 
in  excess  of  their  legal  powers  ? — Yes.  I  did 
not  quite  finish  my  answer  to  Mr.  Bidder  at  the 
time,  but  the  allegation  is  distinct.  It  is  an  alle- 
gation that  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Com- 
pany have  exhausted  the  powers  of  drawing 
water  from  the  Thames  conferred  on  them  by  Act 
of  Parliament. 

2500.  I  want  to  be  particularly  careful  about 
that.  If  they  think  that  is  a  direction  to  the 
arbitrator  to  find  in  one  particular  way,  are  you 
willing  to  put  in  "  and  whereas  it  is  contended  by 
the  County  Council." 

Mr.  ladder.^  Now  it  is  found  out  I  have  no 
doubt  you  are. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  Are  you  willing  to  do 
that. 

A/  itness.~\  I  think  that  would  be  reasonable? 
having  regard  to  the  course  which  we  have  now 
taken  in  this  case.  If  we  had  decided  to  proceed 
elaborately  to  prove  the  absolute  necessity  of  a 
compulsory  transfer  we  should  have  produced 
evidence  to  prove  that  particular  fact,  that  the 
Southwark  Company  are  taking  more  water  than 
they  are  entitled  to,  which  does  not  belong  to 
them,  that  they  are  selling  at,  that  the  sale  of  it 
makes  up  their  income,  and  that  in  those  circum- 
stances their  income,  such  as  it  is.  ought  not  to 
be  taken  as  a  starting  point  for  the  assessment 
of  the  purchase  money.  I  do  not  know  what 
value  an  arbitrator  may  give  to  the  thing  at  all, 
of  course,  but  we  contend  that  the  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Company  are  making  their  income 
by  selling  that  which  they  have  no  right  to  sell 
or  take  at  all,  and  therefore  their  charges  are 
illegal  wholly  or  in  part. 

2501.  Now,  with  regard  to  the  ordinary  clause, 
the  Ambleside  clause,  which  Mr.  Bidder  put, 
have  you  looked  over  the  Acts  of  Parliament  and 
found  that  the  clauses  difll'er  considerably  in 
ditferent  Acts  ? — For  this  j.urpose,  I  did  not  go 
beyond  the  clauses  which  Mr.  Bidder  himself 
produced  in  the  Committee  Room. 

2502.  First  of  all,  as  regards  the  Ambleside 
matter  :  that  matter  was  fought  out  on  its  own 
merits  in  the  other  House  recently  ? — Yes,  that 
was  so. 

2503.  Although  I  happened  to  be  counsel  in 
that  case,  and  Mr.  Bidder  was  on  the  other  side, 
I  will  not  say  that  was  not  a  perfectly  right  de- 
cision;  but  do  you  know  that  Lord  Hampden,  who 
was  Chairman  of  that  Committee,  happened  to 
be  a  director  of  the  Lambeth  Company  

Mr. 
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Mr.  Bidder.]  I  must  protest. 

Mr.  Balfour  Brovme.]  You  may  protest  as 
much  as  you  like,  but  it  is  the  fact. 

Chairman.']  I  do  not  think  it  will  have  much 
effect  on  the  Committee. 

Mr.  Balfour  Brmonr.]  I  am  not  going  to  say 
that  that  was  not  a  perfectly  proper  decision ;  it 
was  ;  but  1  cannot  allow  a  director  of  the  Lam- 
beth Company  to  make  a  precedent  which  is  to 
rule  you  here. 

Chairman.]  We  have  nothing  to  do  with  that 
at  all. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2504.  Very  well,  sir;  the  next  matter  I  will 
go  to  is  the  Northwich  clause.  (To  the  Ifitness.) 
The  ordinary  rule  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act 
is  that  you  are  to  purchase  an  uiidei'taking  at  its 
value  to  the  owner  ? — Yes,  that  is  clear,  1  think, 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

2505.  Under  the  Northwich  clause  the  under- 
taking was  to  be  purchased,  not  at  the  value  to 
the  owner,  but  at  the  value  to  the  purchaser.  Is 
that  a  departure  from  the  Lands  Clauses  Act 
altogether  ? — Yes.  That,  of  course,  is  a  com- 
plete reversal  of  the  ordinary  principle  of 
purchiise  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

2506.  And,  as  I  understand,  we  use  that  as  a 
precedent  to  say  that  when  a  case  is  shown  for 
it  Parliament  will  depart  from  the  ordinary 
jDrinciple  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  and  give  a 
direction  which  is  justified  by  the  case  before  it  ? 
— Yes,  that  is  an  authority. 

Mr.  Pember.]  Before  you  leave  the  Northwich 
case,  I  think  it  would  be  only  fair  if  you  told  the 
Committee,  first  of  all,  that  the  Northwich  Com- 
pany were  not  a  statutory  company  under  Act  of 
Parliament,  and,  secondly,  that  the  Local  Board 
which  was  going  to  buy  them  were  supplying 
water  in  the  competition  with  them  in  the  dis- 
trict at  the  time,  and  that  they  had  no  rates 
whatever. 

Chairman.]  I  understand  Mr.  Balfour  Browne 
to  concede  that  there  were  special  circum- 
stances ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Certainly,  there  were 
special  circumstances  in  that  case,  which  were 
almost  identical  with  this  particular  case. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  Keally,  Mr.  Browne,  that  state- 
ment is  absolutely  contrary  to  the  fact  

Mr.  Balfour  Bi'owne.]  Of  which  you  know 
nothing,  and  J  happened  to  be  in  the  Bill.  The 
Preamble  will  not  tell  you  the  facts.  Mr.  Bidder, 
I  am  re-examining. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  I  do  not  wish  to  argue  with  Mr. 
Balfour  Browne  ;  but  I  ask  permission  to  read 
one  paragraph  of  the  Preamble  of  the  Act. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  prefer  not ;  I  shoidd 
prefer  the  whole  to  be  read,  not  one  paragraph. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  You  can  inflict  the  rest  on  the 
Committee  if  you  like  ;  but  I  prefer  to  read  one 
paragraph. 

Chairman.]  Is  not  this  rather  a  question  for 
argument  by-and-by. 
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Witness  ]  1  only  refer  to  part  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament.  I  do  not  know  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances of  the  Northwich  case,  but  I  know 
there  is  a  case  there  Avhere  Parliament  did 
authorise  a  purchase  on  principles  exactly  the 
reverse  of  those  which  prevail  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act. 

2507.  I  want  to  ask  you  a  question  on 
Clause  6  of  the  Lambeth  Bill.  Just  run  over  it 
and  say  what,  in  your  view,  are  the  things  which 
an  arbitrator  now  has  to  consider  without  a 
special  direction.  As  I  gather  from  his  cross- 
examination,  Mr.  Bidder  suggested  there  was 
practically  nothing,  and  I  want  you  to  point  out 
Avhat,  in  your  view,  he  could  not  consider  with- 
out a  special  instruction  ? — I  do  not  know  that  I 
can  say  more  as  to  my  view  on  that  subject. 
The  first  paragraph  refers  to  the  condition  and 
state  of  repair.  "  The  condition  and  state  of 
repair  of  the  reservoirs,  filter  beds,  filtration 
arrangements,  wells,  mains,  conduit  pipes, 
machinery,  and  plant  of  the  Lambeth  Company, 
and  the  probability  of  future  expenditure 
thereon,  together  with  any  liabilities  or  obliga- 
tions in  connection  with  their  undertaking  which 
the  Lambeth  Company  may  reasonably  be  re- 
quired or  expected  to  incur." 

Chairman. 

2508.  Were  you  not  asked  at  Question  1748, 
"  Under  those  circumstances,  in  your  view,  is 
every  one  of  those  instructions  absolutely 
necessary?  "  And  you  reply,  "  I  think  they  are 
all  necessary  "  ? — Yes. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Certainly,  under  the 
circumstances  they  are  all  necessary.  IE  there 
were  no  instruction  at  all,  some  of  them,  no 
doubt,  might  be  considered  by  an  arbitrator,  but 
as  there  is  a  necessary  instruction  about  new 
sources  of  supply  which  he  could  not  consider, 
then  every  one  becomes  necessary  ;  that  is  the 
view  you  take  ? 

Mr.  Bidder.]  No,  no  ;  might  I  point  out  that 
in  re  examination  my  learned  friend  is  not 
entitled  to  do  this. 

Chairman.]*!  th'mk  it  is  scarcely  open  to  put 
this  ;  the  answer  stands  for  itself. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  do  ask  this,  if  there 
is  anything  he  could  not  consider  in  Mr.  Cripps' 
view,  that  is  a  legitimate  question. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  In  cross-examination,  I  asked 
that  very  question.  The  Committee  will  re- 
collect a  series  of  questions  asking  him  to  point 
out  what  amongst  the  things  in  that  clause  he 
contended  the  arbitrator  was  not  entitled  to 
consider  without  instruction,  and  he  gave  every 
one,  he  indicated  one  or  two,  and  expressed  his 
views,  and  I  asked  him.  Is  there  any  other,  and 
he  said  you  may  take  it  everything  else.  My 
friend  cannot  re-examine  him,  and  make  him  say 
something  different. 

Witness.]  I  do  not  Avant  to  say  anything 
different  at  all.  I  adhere  to  the  opinion  I  have 
expressed  before  (of  course  it  will  be  for  the 
Committee  to  decide  as  to  its  value),  that  every 
one  of  these  directions  to  the  arbitrator  is  neces- 
sary in  the  sense  which  I  think  I  have  already 
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fully  explained.  I  think  the  arbitrator  should 
entertain  the  consideration  of  them  and  see  what 
value  he  can  fairly  attach  to  them. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2509.  I  find  the  cross-examination  to  which 
Mr.  Biilder  refers  on  page  283,  where  he 
apparently  contends  that  the  arbitrator  would 
consider  every  one  of  these  things.  If  he  is 
right,  does  the  clause  do  the  companies  any 
harm  ? — That,  of  course,  is  a  perfectly  fair  ob- 
servation. Mr.  Bidder  did  not  tell  us  what  his 
own  contention  was  as  to  whether  the  arbitrator 
could  consider  them  all,  or  whether  he  could  not. 
I  think  he  drew  a  distinction. 

2510.  He  put  it  in  the  form  of  a  question.  I ' 
do  not  agree  with  him,  but  if  he  is  right  that  the 
arbitrator  can  consider  every  one,  then  the  com- 
panies are  in  no  worse  position  by  means  of  this 
instruction? — Unless  they  wish  to  exclude  him 
from  considering  something  which  they  here 
admit  he  ought  to  consider,  or  that  they  say  he 
could  consider. 

2511.  Something  was  said  about  back 
dividends.  Do  you  know  that  in  the  Birming- 
ham purchase,  7 5  years  back,  dividends  were 
allowed  ? — I  do  not  recollect  the  exact  figure, 
but  I  know  the  question  of  back  dividends  was 
considered  in  the  Birmingham  case,  and  there 
was  a  certain  allowance  made  in  respect  of  it. 
All  the  paiticulai's  are  set  out  in  the  Appendix 
to  the  Report  of  the  Committee  of  1880. 

2512.  Supposing  an  arbitrator  is  instructed,  as 
this  clause  does  instruct  him,  to  consider  the 
legality  of  the  charge,  then  he  will  be  bound  to 
do  it  ? — Yes,  to  consider  the  question. 

2513.  Take  it  that  no  instruction  were  given 
at  all,  and  an  arbitrator  was  sitting.  Supposing 
a  County  Council  raises  the  question  of  legality, 
and  the  other  side  would  say,  or  might  say : 
"  You  cannot  go  into  that."  The  arbitrator 
would  then  have  to  do  one  of  two  things  ;  he 
might  either  suspend  the  proceedings  and  state  a 
special  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  superior  Court, 
or  he  might  go  on  to  the  end  of  the  inquiry  re- 
jecting the  evidence;  do  you  follow  me? — Yes. 

2514.  If  he  stated  a  case  there  and  then  for 
the  opinion  of  the  superior  Court,  are  you  aware 
that,  under  the  decisions,  the  Court  of  First 
instance  would  be  the  final  court  ? — I  believe 
that  is  so  :  there  is  no  appeal  further. 

2515.  Just  to  take  an  illustration  of  the 
hardship  of  that,  is  it  the  fact  that  the 
County  Council  had  a  dispute  with  the 
tramway  companies  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
purchase  section  under  which  they  acquired 
the  tramways  ? — Yes ;  that,  of  course,  raises 
somewhat  similar  questions,  because  thex'e,  there 
was  a  reference  to  the  arbitrator  to  determine 
the  price  to  be  paid,  subject  to  certain  express 
directions  which  he  was  bound  to  have  regai'd  to 
under  that  section. 

2516.  And  it  is  the  fact,  is  it  not,  that  the 
Court  of  First  Instance,  I  think  Mr.  Justice 
Collins  and  another  judge,  decided  against  the 
contention  of  the  County  Council  ? — You  mean 
on  the  award  ? 

2517.  Yes? — Yes.  Ultimately,  when  it  was 
decided  on  behalf  of  the  Council  not  to  take  the 
preliminary  question  as  to  the  right  of  the  arbi- 
trator to  entertain  the  evidence,  but  to  allow  the 
arbitration  to  go  on  so  that  the  whole  matter 


Mr.  Balfour  Broume — continued. 

could  be  discussed  on  the  award,  then  the  discus- 
sion arose  on  the  award  itself,  the  arbitrator 
having  awarded  two  different  figures  in  this 
sense,  that  if  he  was  bound  to  take  into  con- 
sideration certain  evidence  which  he  had  re- 
jected, the  award  would  have  been  for  a  given 
figure,  but  inasmuch  as  he  had  based  the  amount 
in  his  award  on  the  rejection  of  that  evidence,  he 
had  awarded,  in  fact,  a  lower  figure.  The 
question  in  that  form  did  and  could  come  before 
the  Courts  to  decide  whether  or  not  he  was  right 
in  rejecting  evidence,  because  it  was  clear  that 
there  were  two  awards.  If  he  was  right  in  re- 
jecting the  evidence,  the  figure  was  one  sum ;  if 
he  was  wrong,  it  was  another  sum.  A  similar 
question  arose  in  Edinburgh,  and  the  two  cases 
in  that  form  went  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

2518.  And  the  House  of  Lords  decided  that 
the  Court  of  First  Instance  was  wrong  ? — -They 
did  ;  they  decided  in  favour  of  the  Council,  and 
that  shows  the  peculiar  difficulty  of  that  case, 
because  had  the  Council  raised  the  question  on 
the  first  issue,  in  which  case  the  decision  of  the 
Court  below  would  have  been  final,  the  i-esult 
would  have  been  exactly  the  contrary  to  that 
which  the  House  of  Lords  decided  was  the 
proper  view  of  the  law. 

2519.  By  saying  that  the  arbitrator  shall  con- 
sider the  matter,  you  get  rid  of  the  necessity  of 
going  to  your  Court  of  First  Instance,  which  may 
be  final  on  a  matter  of  very  great  importance  ? 
— That  Avould  be  one  advantage,  no  doubt,  of  this 
method  of  procedure.  It  would  be  clear  if  we 
induced  the  Committee  to  think  it  right  that  the 
arbitrator  should  be  bound  for  what  it  might  be 
worth  to  entertain  and  consider  the  particular 
proposals  which  we  seek  to  bring  before  it. 

2520.  In  fact,  we  make  it  clear  that  he  should 
do  that  which,  according  to  Mr.  Bidder,  he  would 
do  ? — Yes,  without  leaving  it  open  to  the  com- 
panies to  raise  before  the  arbitrator  the  same 
kind  of  question  that  was  raised  in  the  other 
cage. 

2521.  I  think  that  is  all  I  need  ask  ? — I  might 
say  there  is  one  point  which  Mr.  Balfour  Browne 
did  not  ask  me ;  and  I  am  not  quite  sure  I  may 
not  have  left  a  wrong  impression  on  the  notes 
about  it.  It  is  this  :  We,  of  course,  attach 
considerable  importance  to  directing  the  arbi- 
trator to  take  into  account  the  reasonableness  of 
the  companies'  powers  of  charge,  having  regard 
to  the  circumstances  in  which  they  were  granted. 
I  am  not  quite  sure  that  it  is  clear,  but  1  have 
no  doubt  the  Committee  will  have  observed  it, 
that  the  circumstances  of  these  two  companies 
differ  in  that  respect,  because  whilst  the  South- 
wark  and  Vauxhall  Company  were  before  the 
Committee  of  1852,  and  are  therefore  precluded 
by  the  pledge  (if  it  is  a  pledge)  then  aiven,  the 
Lambeth  Company  were  only  before  that  Com- 
mittee in  the  sense  that  they  succeeded  in  getting 
rejected  the  Government  proposal  for  the  re- 
duction of  these  rates.  Therefore,  upon  that 
matter,  the  circumstances  which  would  have  to 
be  taken  into  consideration  in  deciding  as  to  the 
reasonableness  of  the  charges  would  rather  differ 
in  the  case  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Company  from  what  they  would  in  the  case  of 
the  Lambeth  Company. 

2522.  There 
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Chairman. 

2522.  There  was  one  question  which  the  Com- 
mittee  would  like  you  to  clear  up.  You  gave 
some  evidence  as  to  what  effect  the  Report  of  the 
Royal  Commission  on  the  Water  Supply  (Lord 
Balfour  of  Burleigh's  Commission)  miuht  have 
upon  the  finding  of  the  arbitrator  ;  was  it  your 
intention  that  that  Report  of  the  Royal  Commis- 
sion would  not  naturally  come  before  the  ar- 
bitrator as  part  of  the  materiais  for  his  forming  a 
judgment  ? — I  do  not  think  it  would  necessarily 
come  before  the  arbitrator  in  this  sense.  The 
Royal  Commission  indicated  that,  in  their 
opinion,  certain  of  these  companies  were  lament- 
ably deficient  in  storage  and  filtration.  The 
Royal  Commission  indicated  a  very  strong 
opinion  that  something  must  be  done  at  once  to 
remedy  that  particular  mischief.  The  Royal 
Commission  further  indicated  very  clearly  their 
opinion  that  of  the  schemes  presented  to  them  for 
dealing  with  the  future  supply,  the  only  one 
they  could  look  at  at  all  was  Mr.  Hunter's 
scheme  ;  but  it  is  clear,  or,  at  all  events,  we  sub- 
mit that  it  is  clear,  on  the  Report  of  the  Royal 
Commission  that,  first  of  all,  some  of  the  com- 
panies are  lamentably  deficient  in  their  works  at 
present,  and  secondly,  all  of  them  have  ahead  of 
them  this  liability  to  obtain  some  future  source 
of  Avater  supply.  Now,  I  do  not  think  that 
unless  the  arbitrator  were  specially  directed  to 
consider  that  question  he  could  deal  with  the 
fact  that  the  Royal  Commission  had  come  to 
those  findings,  and  if  he  could,  I  do  not  know 
whether  he  would  be  in  a  position  to  give  any 
effect  to  whatever  view  he  might  entertain  on 
the  matter,  unless  he  were  empowered,  because 
the  companies,  it  seems  to  me,  might  contend,  if 
they  were  so  advised  at  the  lime,  that  the  Royal 
Commission  was  not  Parliament ;  that  there  had 
been  no  direction  on  the  part  of  Parliament  that 
they  should  ever  do  anything  which  the  Royal 
Commission  had  suggested,  and,  moreover,  that 
there  was  no  necessity,  and  never  would  be  any 
necessity,  for  their  complying  with  any  such 
recommendations. 

2523.  What  we  want  to  have  cleared  up  as 
regards  your  view  of  the  question  is,  assuming 
on  the  one  hand  the  findings  of  the  Royal  Com- 
mission were  brought  before  the  arbitrator  on 
the  one  hand  to  show  that  some  additional 
arrangements  were  necessary  in  the  way  of 
reservoirs,  and,  perhaps,  on  the  other  hand,  to 
show,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Royal  Commission, 
it  would  not  be  necessary  to  go  for  a  long  time 
further  afield  to  seek  newer  sources  of  supply 
than  the  existing  ones  ;  do  you  contend  that  un- 
less he  gets  a  special  direction  for  the  purpose, 
the  arbitrator  would  be  luiable,  if  he  thought  fit, 
to  take  those  matters  into  consideration  ?• — 1 
should  hai'dly  like  to  express  a  very  confident 
opinion  or  view  as  to  what  might  be  the  power 
of  the  arbitrator. 

2524.  Do  you  see  any  reason  why  he  should 
not,  if  those  matters  were  brought  before  him, 
and  he  thought  they  were  germane  to  his  in- 
quiry, what  is  to  prevent  him? — 1  think  what 
might  prevent  him  woidd  be  this,  that  the  com- 
panies would  show  and  base  their  case  upon  this, 
that  up  to  the  present  time  they  have  received  a 
certain  income  per  annum. 

2525.  That  is  the  same  answer  you  gave  pre- 
viously ;  the  general  answer  ? — Yes. 

384. 


Chairman — continued. 

2526.  The  Committee  would  like  you  to  say, 
if  you  can,  in  what  sense  is  an  allowance  of  10 
per  cent,  in  case  of  compulsory  purchase  obliga- 
tory in  such  cases  as  these.  Is  the  amount 
established  by  any  Statute,  or  is  it  only  the 
practice?— It  has  never  been  established  by  any 
Statute  at  all,  but  its  (Jxistence  as  a  custom  has 
been  so  far  recognised  by  Statute  that  in  several, 
or  at  least  in  two,  public  Acts  of  Parliament 
which  I  have  in  my  mind,  where  it  was  intended 
to  make  it  quite  clear  that  that  custom  shoidd  not 
apply,  it  was  thought  necessary  to  introduce  an 
express  provision  that  it  should  not  apply. 
Those  Statutes  are  the  Housing  of  the  Working 
Classes  Act,  and  I  rather  think,  the  Parish 
Councils  Act  of  last  Session. 

2527.  Is  the  limit  of  10  per  cent,  in  figures 
referred  to  in  those  Statutes  ? — No,  I  do  not 
suppose  it  is. 

2528.  It  is  only  spoken  of  as  an  allowance 
generally  ? — Of  course  it  is  rather  an  interesting 
subject  in  its  way,  but  1  take  it  that  the  origin 
of  the  thing  really  is  that  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act  ihe  value  of  lands  had  to  be  deter- 
mined, and  it  is  quite  clear  that  there  may  be 
many  cases  in  which  the  full  and  real  value  of 
the  land,  the  market  value  of  the  property,  is 
really  no  compensation  to  the  owner  for  being 
turned  out.  You  may  have  a  small  house,  occu- 
pied by  two  old  people,  who  wish  to  live  there 
all  the  rest  of  their  lives,  and  have  associations 
connected  with  it.  Well,  it  is  no  compensa- 
tion to  those  people  to  give  them  the  full  market 
value,  and  there  are  other  instances  one  might 
refer  to,  and  1  assume  that  a  kindly  minded 
arbitrator  began  by  giving  some  additional 
allowance  to  cover  a  case  of  that  sort,  and  by 
degrees  it  became  more  or  less  universal ;  an 
arbitrator  having  done  it  once,  did  it  again,  and 
began  to  make  a  rule  of  doing  it.  There  is  no 
provision  it  should  be  10  per  cent.  Some  arbitrar 
trators  admit  that  they  would  give  more  than  10 
per  cent.,  and  possibly  some  less,  I  do  not  know. 
But  to  make  quite  sure,  I  suppose  that  the  land- 
owners got  enough  ;  that  was  arranged.  Would 
the  Committee  allow  me  to  add  that  there  can 
be  no  sentimental  associations  attached  to  the 
ownership  of  a  share  in  one  of  these  water  com- 
panies. 

Mr.  Pember.'l  I  do  not  think  that  is  necessarJ^ 
Mr.  Balfuvr  Broivue.l  I  have  read  the  last 
words  which  fell  from  you  last  night.  "  What 
the  Committee  woidd  like  (of  course  we  do 
not  want  to  interfere  with  the  discretion  of 
Counsel)  "  would  be  to  hear  more  evidence  in 
support  of  the  view  that  it  is  necessary  to  give 
special  instructions  in  order  to  have  ihese  mat- 
ters brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  arb-trator." 
That,  of  course,  is  not  really  so  much  a  question 
of  evidence  as  of  argument,  although  we  have 
called  evidence,  but  still  we  do  desire  to  lay 
before  you  evidence,  and  I  hope  to  be  able  to 
call  before  you to-morrowmy  friend,  Mr.  Fletcher 
Moulton,  who  has  had  large  experience  in  these 
miitters,  and  he  will  express  his  views. 

i\Ir.  Periihcr.'j  He  is  on  the  County  Council,  is 
lie  not  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browiicl   I  do  not  know  why 
that  observation  shoidd  be  made  ;  in  the  mean- 
z  3  time 
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time,  I  am  not  in  the  witness  box,  and  I  am  not 
being  cross-examined.  I  propose  to  do  that, 
but  unfortunately  his  engagements  prevent  him 
being  here  to-day,  and,  in  the  meantime,  I  pro- 
pose to  put  in  the  engineer,  who  will  prove 
certain  facts  which  are  of  importance  to  our 
case. 

CJiairmaitJ]  I  suppose  the  examination  of  Mr. 
Fletcher  Moulton  will  be  confined  to  particular 
questions,  and  will  not  be  of  any  very  great 
length  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  I  think  not,  sir. 
C/iairman.]  Then  do  you  propose  to  call  any 
one  else  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Not  upon  that  parti- 
cular poiut,  but  I  hope,  before  you  decide  any- 
thing upon  that  matter,  to  be  allowed  to  argue 
the  poiut ;  I  claim,  and  so  do  my  learned  friends, 
Mr.  Worsley  Taylor  and  Mr.  Freeman,  who 
have  had  considerable  experience  in  compen- 
sation cases,  the  right  to  point  out  our  views  on 
the  necessity  of  this  instruction. 

Chairman.]  As  I  have  said  before,  I  should 
be  very  slow  to  interfere  with  the  discretion  of 
Counsel  in  conducting  the  case,  and  what  you 
suggest  as  to  calling  Mr.  Fletcher  Moulton  as 
an  expert  in  such  matters  to  give  his  views, 
seems  to  me  desirable,  but  when  he*  has  given 
his  views  it  may  be  that  the  Committee  would 
ask  you  then  to  let  them  hear  what  arguments 
you  propose  to  jDut  before  them. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Quite  so,  sir,  I  should 
be  prepared  at  any  time  to  put  myself  at  the 
services  of  the  Committee  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  Pember.]  I  should  be  sorry  to  seem  to  be 
taking  an  objection  in  a  vexatious  way  to  a 
coiu'se  suggested  by  the  Committee,  but  I  think 
I  am  entitled  to  observe,  perhaps,  that  Mr. 
Balfour  Browne  has  already  opened  his  case 
and  put  his  views  before  you,  and  I  do  not  know 
that,  according  to  any  procedure  with  which  I 
am  acquainted,  he  is  entitled  to  have  another 
argument  before  his  case  is  closed. 

Chairman.]  I  will  explain  in  a  few  v/ords 
what  the  view  taken  by  the  Committee  is.  If 
we  were  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  in  our 
judgment,  I  do  not  say  it  is  ovu- judgment  at  all 


at  present ;  but  supposing  we  wei'e  to  come  to 
such  a  conclusion,  that  there  is  nothing  to  pre- 
vent all  matters  mentioned  in  Clause  6  of  the 
Lambeth  Bill  being  entertained  by  the  arbi- 
trator if  he  should  see  fit  to  so  entertain  them, 
and  on  those  grounds  should  be  disposed  not  to 
approve  or  sanction  that  part  of  Clause  6  ;  of 
course,  that  would  make  a  great  difierence  in 
the  proceedings  of  the  remainder  of  our  investi- 
gation. 

Mr.  Pember.]  Of  course  it  would. 

Chairman.]  And  therefore,  for  the  conveni- 
ence of  what  must,  at  the  best,  be  a  lengthy 
inquiry,  and  a  very  expensive  one,  and  with  the 
view,  if  possible,  of  coming  to  some  early  de- 
cision OD  that  question,  and  having  it  settled  one 
way  or  the  other  by  itself,  I  suggested  the 
course,  with  the  concurrence  of  uiy  colleagues 
on  the  Conmiittee,  which  I  did  yesterday.  I 
think  it  would  be  fair  if  there  were  an  intimation 
at  the  end  of  Mr.  Fletcher  Moulton's  examina- 
tion, if  the  Committee  come  to  any  such 
decision,  that  in  that  case  Mi*.  Browne  might  be 
heard  on  the  other  side. 

Mr.  Pember.]  If  you  think  it  a  question  of 
fairness,  I  will  not  say  a  word  fiu-ther. 

Chairman.]  I  think  it  would  be,  because  it  is 
a  matter  of  very  great  importance. 

Mr.  Pember.]  Although  I  think  I  should  be 
right  in  saying  Mr.  Browne's  case  would  be 
closed,  ye^  if  it  is  a  question  in  the  Committee's 
mind  of  what  would  be  fair  to  him  under  the 
circumstances,  I  say  no  more. 

Chairman.]  Yes,  I  think  it  would  be  more 
satisfactory  to  all  parties. 

Mr.  Pember.]  The  only  thing  I  would  now 
sussrest  is  this.  Much  as  I  like  to  see  Mr. 
Binnie's  face  m  the  witness  chair,  it  seems  to  me 
quite  clear  that  if  Mr.  Fletcher  Moulton  is  to 
come  here  to-inorrow  morning  Mr.  Binnie  would 
only  be  occupying  the  place  of  a  stop-gap  — 
occupying  your  time  unnecessarily  

Mr.  Balfour  Broivne.]  Not  at  all.  I  think 
Mr.  Binnie's  evidence  is  a  most  important  part 
of  the  case. 

Chairman.]  We  will  hear  Mr.  Binnie. 


Mr.  Alexander  Richardson  Binnie,  sworn  5  and  Examined,  as  follows 


Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

2529.  You  are  a  Civil  Engineer,  Member  of 
the  Council  of   the  Institution  of   Civil  En- 

fineers,  Fellow  of  the  Geological  Society  ? — 
am. 

2530.  Are  you  chief  engineer  to  the  London 
County  Council  ? — Yes. 

2531.  I  think  you  have  had  considerable 
experience  in  the  laying  out,  construction,  and 
management  of  waterworks,  both  abroad  and  in 
the  United  Kingdom  ? — I  have. 

2532.  Before  you  came  to  the  Council,  I  think 
you  were  for  15  years  engineer  to  the  Bradford 
Corporation  Waterworks      I  was, 

2533.  Turning  more  particularly  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  water  sujjply  of  London,  is  it  the 


Mr.  Worsley  Taj/Zor— continued. 

fact  that  since  the  year  1 860,  when  you  assisted 
the  late  Mr.  Bateman  in  preparing  the  scheme 
for  the  supply  of  London,  which  he  laid  before 
the  Duke  of  Richmond's  Commission  in  1869, 
you  have  from  time  to  time  devoted  consider- 
able attention  to  the  matter  ? — I  have. 

2534.  Since  1890,  of  course,  you  have  had  it 
more  immediately  in  hand ;  that  is,  since  the 
Committee  of  that  year  ? — Yes,  certainly. 

2535.  And  you  have  had  to  consider  the 
matter  again  for  the  purpose  of  the  recent  Royal 
Commission  ? — Yes. 

2536.  Have  you  endeavoured  to  point  the 
evidence  which  you  are  going  to  give,  more  par- 
ticularly to  matters  pertinent  to  Clause  6,  of 

which 
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which  we  have  heard  so  much  ? — I  have,  espe- 
cially since  the  Committee  have  begun  to  sit  on 
the  subject. 

2537.  Before  dealinp^  in  detail  with  the  works 
of"  these  two  companies,  the  Lambeth  and  South- 
wark  and  Vatixhall  Companies,  is  it  necessary 
in  your  view,  for  the  j)urposes  of  that  clause,  to 
give  some  amount  of  considei'ation  to  the 
general  question  of  the  water  supply  of  London? 
— I  do.  1  think  that  the  Committee  should  be 
informed  of  certain,  what  1  may  call,  broad 
statistics  on  the  whole  case,  so  that  I  should  be 
the  better  able  to  put  before  them  my  views  on 
this  particular  case. 

2538.  In  your  view,  are  there  certain  general 
matters  which  have  a  bearing  on  the  more  de- 
tailed matters  relating  to  these  two  companies, 
and  particularly  to  Clause  6  ? — Yes. 

2539.  So  that,  in  short,  you  are  obliged  to  go 
a  little  further  afield  than  at  first  sight  might  be 
apparently  necessary  ?  — Apparently  so,  on  the 
first  opening  of  the  case. 

2540.  With  regard  to  the  point  of  view  from 
which  you  look  at  Clause  6,  do  you  deal  with 
that  mainly  from  the  point  of  view  of  what 
would  be  the  position  of  the  companies  as  to 
their  future  monetary  and  other  obligations, 
assuming  that  they  are  left  as  they  are  now  ;  that 
is,  without  transfer? — I  do  ;  very  largely  in  that 
way. 

2541.  Turning  to  the  general  view  shortly, 
will  you  give  such  figures  of  areas  as  are 
necessary  for  the  consideration  of  the  matter  ; 
that  is,  areas  of  water  supply,  and  so  on  ? — The 
Committee  will  notice  the  administrative  county 
of  London,  shown  by  that  black  margin  on  the 
larger  map  opposite  to  them.  That  contains 
122  square  miles,  and  of  the  City  of  London 
one  square  mile  is  contained  within  that  area. 

2542.  That  is  what  is  very  often  called  in 
these  rooms  "  Greater  London  "  ? — Now  1  am 
coming  to  "Greater  London";  I  have  just 
dealt  with  "Administrative  London.''  "Greater 
London  "  is  defined  as  the  Metropolitan  Police 
District,  which  includes  all  the  parishes  within 
15  miles'  radius  of  Charing  Cross,  and  all  the 
parishes  of  which  any  part  is  within  12  miles  of 
Charing  Cross  ;  that  is,  the  brown  boundary 
upon  the  map.  The  area  of  that  Greater 
London"  is  701  square  miles. 

2543.  Does  this  map  show,  or  do  you  give,  the 
portion  supplied,  or  within  the  limits  of  supply, 
of  the  eight  water  companies  ? — As  shown  in 
blue  upon  that  map,  we  have  the  ureas  and  Par- 
liamentary districts  of  supply  of  the  eight 
companies.  The  Committee  will  notice  that 
some  portions  are  within  and  some  without 
Greater  London.  That  area  is  an  area  of  620 
square  miles. 

2544.  Is  that  what  you  call  "  Water  London  "  ? 
— That  is  what  we  call  "  Water  London."  1  am 
putting  it  in  this  form  because  these  were  the 
statistical  figures  which  Lord  Balfour's  Commis- 
sion adopted,  and  they  will  no  doubt  be  con- 
tinually referred  to. 

2545.  What  were  those  figures  ? — The  figures 
of  population  were  as  follows  :  the  administra- 
tive county  of  London  contained  a  population 
of  4,232,000,  Greater  London  a  population  of 

384. 


Mr.  Worsley  Taylor — continued. 

5,633,332,  and  Water  London  a  population  of 
5,237,062. 

2546.  Apparently  the  two  material  figures 
there  would  be  the  4,200,000  odd,  and  Water 
London  5,200,000  odd  ?— Yes. 

2547.  What  was  the  view  of  that  Royal  Com- 
mission as  to  future  Avater  requirements  for  the 
population  ? — It  will  be  found  in  paragraphs  69 
and  70  of  the  Royal  Commission  Report,  page 
26,  that  they  arrived  at  this  conclusion  :  that  in 
the  year  1931  11,191,934  people  would  occupy 
Greater  London  and  the  outlying  part  of  Water 
London,  and  would  require  a  daily  supply  of 
415,219,732  gallons  of  water  per  day.  The 
gallons  per  day  were  based  upon  35  gallons  per 
head,  which  was  the  same  amount  as  had  been 
previously  considered  necessary  by  the  Duke  of 
Richmond's  Commission  in  1869.  I  perhaps 
might  draw  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  the  last 
paragraph  but  one  of  the  Royal  Commission 
Report  they  quoted  that  quantity  as  420,000,000 
gallons,  but  the  figure  I  have  given  is  the  exact 
one. 

2548.  I  see  that  passage  in  the  Report  deals 
with  the  estimated  population  in  1931  ? — Yes. 

2549.  Will  you  explain  why  that  date  was 
taken  ?— The  Royal  Commission  state  in  another 
part  of  their  Report  that  th^y  thought  it  was 
sufficient  to  look  forward  40  years  into  the 
future. 

2550.  That  is  a  matter  upon  which  we  shall 
have  something  to  say  presently,  but  I  pa.ss  over 
it  for  the  moment.  Now,  will  you  give  the 
actual  area  of  population  at  present  supplied  by 
the  eight  companies  ? — Y"es.  I  have  already 
told  the  Committee  that  the  total  Parliamentary 
area  of  the  eight  companies  is  620  square  miles. 
They  appear  to  actually  supply  at  the  present 
time  350  square  miles,  of  which  119^  square 
miles  are  situated  within  and  230|  without  the 
county  of  London,  the  proportion  therefore  being 
in  the  ratio  of  34  to  66  ;  that  is  to  say,  34  within 
and  66  Avithout  the  county. 

2551.  So  much  for  area.  When  you  turn  to 
population  supply  within  and  Avithout,  I  think 
the  ratios  are  very  different  ? — Yes.  I  had  better 
give  the  latest  figures  for  1894,  as  derived  from 
the  reports  of  the  Water  Examiner.  The  total 
population  is  5,446,1)71,  of  Avhich  4,356,858  are 
Avithin  the  administrative  county  of  London  and 
1,089,214  outside  the  county  of  London. 

2552.  Or  a  proportion  of  ? — About  four 

to  one. 

2553.  That  is  four  in  and  one  without  ? — That 
is  four  in  and  one  Avithout. 

Mr.  Pember. 

2554.  The  proportion  of  the  area  and  the  pro- 
portion of  population  is  about  reversed  ? — My 
next  answer  Avould  state  it  a  little  differently. 
Speaking  roughly,  Ave  may  say  that  two-thirds 
of  the  whole  ai-ea  of  the  various  companies  is 
situated  outside  the  county  and  one-third  within. 
When  you  speak  of  it  in  population  you  may  say 
that  four-fifths  of  it  are  Avithin  and  one-fifth 
without. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

2555.  Can  you  give  the  total  daily  average 
quantity  supplied  by  the  eight  companies.'' — In 
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1894  it  was  189,332,469  orallons,  and  in  the  pre- 
vions  year  it  was  191,976,384  gallons.  So  that 
when  the  Royal  Commission  suggested  that  the 
water  supply  of  1931  would  be  415  odd  millions, 
it  is  a  great  deal  more  than  double  the  present 
water  supply  of  the  whole  metropolis. 

2556.  I  think  there  is  one  grouping  of  the 
companies  which  I  think  I  may  call  a  geographical 
grouping,  which  has  a  very  material  bearing  on 
certain  of  the  liabilities  in  the  future  ? — There  is 
undoubtedly. 

2557.  Will  you  describe  how  you  divide  them  ? 
- — The  eight  companies  may  be  divided  as  follows  : 
1st.  The  Kent  Company,  which  obtains  its  supply 
entirely  from  wells,  and  supplies  a  district,  and  is 
situated  on  the  south  side  of  the  river.  That  is 
the  district  on  the  map  coloured  yellow.  2nd. 
Wejiave  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company, 
the  Lambeth  Company,  the  Chelsea  Company, 
the  Grand  Junction  Company,  and  the  West 
Middlesex  Company,  which  obtain  their  supplies 
wholly  from  the  Thames,  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  and  the  Lambeth  supplying  the  districts 
south  of  the  Thames,  while  the  Chelsea  Grand 
Junction  and  West  Middlesex  Companies  supply 
the  districts  north  of  the  Thames. 

2558.  So  that  you  may  say  these  two  com- 
panies, the  Lambeth  and  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Companies,  with  which  we  are  now 
dealing,  are  part  of  what  one  may  call  the  Thames 
group,  and  form  the  southern  portion,  and  the 
other  three  the  northern  portion  ? — Yes  ;  then 
there  is  a  third  group,  com])rising  the  New  River 
Company,  which  derives  its  supply  from  the 
River  Lea  and  certain  springs  and  wells  in  the 
Lea  Valley,  and  the  East  London,  which  also 
derives  the  principal  j^wtion  of  its  supply  from 
the  Lea  Valley,  either  directly  from  the  river  or 
from  spi'ings  and  well?,  together  with  the  poAver 
to  draw  10,000,000  gallons  a  day  from  the  River 
Thames. 

2559.  Can  you  give  the  total  approximate 
population  at  present  supplied  by  all  the  eight 
companies  ? — Yes  ;  5,4  7  9,000. 

2560.  I  think  this  matter  of  the  London  Water 
Supply  is  one  which  you  have  had  to  deal  with 
for  a  number  of  years  and  which  you  have  found 
very  complicated  OAving  to  the  relations  inter  se 
of  the  various  companies  and  the  overlapping  of 
districts,  and  so  on?— It  is  very  complicated; 
indeed,  the  more  I  look  at  it  the  more  compli- 
cated I  find  it  becomes. 

2561.  And  I  think  you  have  hnd  very  care- 
fully to  do  it,  and  from  time  to  time  have  had  to 
present  reports  to  your  council  ? — I  have. 

2562.  And  those  reports,  I  suppose,  you  have 
before  you  ? — I  have.  I  have  before  me  two 
reports  of  the  8th  and  29th  of  October,  1890. 
The  first  one  deals  Avith  the  statistics  of  the  com- 
panies from  the  time  of  the  Duke  of  Richmond's 
Commission  up  to  the  then  date.  The  report  of  the 
29th  October  deals  with  the  compensation  water 
which  Parliament  under  various  Acts  has  thought 
fit  to  enact  as  necessary,  and  then  I  have  a  report 
of  the  1st  of  September  1891,  a  report  which 
has  been  pretty  freely  referred  to  in  these  rooms. 
This  report  deals  with  such  matters  as  the  areas 
of  drainage,  geology,  rainfall,  fioAv  of  the  river, 
and  the  population,  the  abstraction  of  Avater,  the 
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pollution  and  the  effect  of  pollution  in  many 
cases  in  other  places.  It  is  accompanied  by  a 
map  (No.  1)  shoAA'ing  the  geology  of  the  district, 
and  a  map  (No.  2)  which  shoAvs  the  sources  of 
pollution  in  the  Thames  and  Lea  Valleys. 

2563.  So  that,  to  bring  it  to  a  point,  when  this 
Bill  was  considered  by  the  council  they  had  all 
the  engineering  materials  Avhich  you  could  place 
at  their  disposal  before  them  ? — They  had  ;  and 
from  ]  890  up  to  the  present  time  I  have  been 
reporting  very  frequently,  I  may  say,  to  the 
committee  on  various  points  of  the  case. 

2564.  Will  you  give  a  description  of  the 
districts  of  these  tAvo  companies,  and  show  how 
they  are  connected  together  and  overlap  in  some 
parts,  dealing  first  Avith  the  Lambeth  Company? 
— I  Avill  deal  with  the  Lambeth  Company  first. 
The  Committee  haA^e  my  maps  before  them  ;  they 
are  reductions  of  those  maps  upon  the  wall,  but 
they  are  much  easier  to  follow  than  looking  up. 
They  are  also  placed  on  the  hand  screen  behind. 
I  Avill  commence  first  with  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany. Without  going  into  any  detailed  history, 
Ave  find  the  Parliamentary  area  set  out  in  the 
11th  section  of  the  Act  of  1848  ;  that  is  to  say, 
the  present  Parliamentary  area.  I  do  not  knoAV 
Avhether  the  Committee  would  care  for  me  to 
read  OA'er  this  list  of  parishes. 

2565.  I  do  not  think  you  need  do  that? — 
They  are  shoAvn  on  the  map,  and  the  11th  section 
of  the  Act  of  1848  sets  them  out  in  detail. 

2566.  Where  did  they  originally  get  their 
supply  from  ? — The  Thames,  at  Hungerford 
Bridge,  without  going  into  ancient  history  about 
London  Bridge.  That  was  subsequently  removed 
up  to  Seething  Wells. 

2567.  Were  they  removed  again  in  1871  ? — 
They  were  removed  again  in  1871  from  Seething 
Wells  to  West  Molesey  ;  but  the  company  still 
continues  to  draw  Avater  from  the  Thames  at 
Seething  Wells,  and  it  is  a  matter  which  is 
referred  to  in  the  Report  of  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board  on  their  own  Bill  of  this  Session. 

2568.  Then  in  187 1  certain  places  Avere  added  ? 
— Yes,  West  and  East  Molesey. 

2569.  And  it  is  by  that  means  that  you  get 
the  area  of  supply  Avhich  is  shown  on  the  car- 
toon?— Yes,  the  whole  of  the  area  tinted  light 
red  on  the  cartoon. 

2570.  With  regard  to  their  method  of  supply, 
first,  of  course,  they  have  their  intake  at 
Molesey  ?— Yes. 

2571.  What,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  is  their  pump- 
ing power  equivalent  to  ? — They  have  reservoirs 
to  contain  125,00!.),000  gallons,  but  I  do  not  know 
exactly  Avhat  their  pumping  power  is. 

2572.  At  that  point  do  they  also  pump  Avater 
from  certain  graA'cl  beds? — Yes,  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  river  bank. 

2573.  That  is  a  matter  Avhich  I  think  you  will 
have  to  allude  to  later  in  your  evidence  ? — Yes, 
if  permitted  to  do  so. 

2574.  I  do  not  think  Ave  need  go  into  a  descrip- 
tion, which  I  see  you  have  here,  of  the  Avay  in 
which  they  bring  it  into  London  ?— Roughly, 
from  Molesey  it  is  pumped  to  Ditton,  where  it 
is  filtered,  and  then  it  passes  on  mainly  by  three 
lines  of  pipes  to  Brixton  Hill,  from  which  place 
it  is  distributed  in  detail  over  the  district. 

2575.  You 


ON  THE  LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL. 


185 


30  May  1895.] 


Mr.  BiNNiE. 


\_Continued. 


Mr.  Worsley  Tar/^i;?-— continued. 

2575.  You  said  that  their  limits  of  supply  are 
tinted  light  red  on  the  cartoon  ? — Yes. 

2576.  Does  the  cartoon  also  show  hatched  the 
districts  which  they  actually  supply? — Yes,  it 
does. 

2577.  To  sum  the  matter  up,  will  you  give 
their  area  of  supply  and  what  they  are  supply- 
ing ? —  The  Lambeth  Company's  total  Parlia- 
mentary area  is  104  square  miles,  42  square  miles 
o£  which  are  situated  within,  and  62  square  miles 
without,  the  County  of  London.  Of  this  total 
urea  their  actual  supply  extends  over  about  55  \ 
square  miles,  23  square  miles  being  situate  within, 
and  32^  square  miles  outside,  the  County  of 
London. 

2578.  Will  you  give  the  populations  in  like 
manner  ?  —  The  populations  are  (taking  the 
figures  for  1894)  within,  452,030;  outside 
166,935,  a  total  of  618,965. 

2579.  Those  proportions  do  not  seem  to  differ 
■very  greatly  from  the  general  average.  Now 
will  you  give  corresponding  information  with 
regard  to  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Com- 
pany ? — The  first  appear,  as  has  b^en  told,  under 
their  present  name  about  1845.  Section  41  of 
the  Act  of  1852  defines  their  present  Parlia- 
mentary area,  the  area  coloured  blue  on  the  lower 
of  the  maps  on  the  wall.  Under  an  Act  of  1884, 
section  5,  their  district  was  enlarged  to  a  few 
places  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Kew  and  Peter- 
sham. The  company  originally  took  their  water 
from  the  Thames  at  London  Bridge,  but  in  1845 
it  was  removed  to  Battersea,  and  subsequently  to 
Hampton,  on  the  north  side  of  the  river  above 
Molesey  Weir. 

^  ',,2580.  1  do  not  know  that  we  need  describe 
their  works,  and  so  on,  but  will  you  give  the 
areas  ? — Perhaps  you  will  permit  me  to  remark, 
because  it  is  an  important  matter  which  will  no 
doubt  come  before  the  Committee  later  on  in 
cross-examination,  that  they  obtained  Acts  in 
1891  and  1894  to  construct  new  i-eservoirs  and 
filter  beds. 

2581.  I  left  that  out  purposely,  we  shall  have 
to  come  back  to  that.  Now  will  you  give  the 
areas  within  and  without? — The  Parliamentary 
area  coloured  light  blue  (and  I  have  to  make  an 
exception  of  Richmond  for  a  reason  which  1  will 
describe  presently)  will  cover  50|  square  miles, 
39^  square  miles  being  situated  within,  and  11 
square  mile^  (excluding  Richmond  again)  with- 
out the  County  of  London.  Of  that  district,  the 
part  hatched  in  blue  and  actually  supplied  is 
about  27  square  miles,  20  square  miles  being 
situated  within,  and  seven  square  miles  being 
situated  without,  the  county. 

2582.  Then  the  population  is  what?  —  The 
population  is,  within,  757,351,  and  outside, 
26,170  ;  a  total  of  783,521. 

2583.  Now  will  you  come  to  a  matter  which 
Mr.  Cri[)ps  referred  to  in  his  evidence,  but  as  to 
which  he  could  not  give  the  full  engineering 
details,  that  is,  certain  overlapping  of  the  powers 
of  these  two  companies  ?  —  Briefly,  you  may 
state  that  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Com- 
pany's f  arliamentary  area  of  supply,  with  the 
•fixceptiipii  of  a  little  piece  out  towards  Peter- 
sham, ami  a  little  piece  out  on  the  east  end,  is 
comprised  within  the  district  of  the  Lambeth 
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Company,  but  there  is  a  further  complication. 
By  an  Act  of  1806,  renewed  in  1852,  the  West 
Middlesex  Company  obtained  powers  over  that 
district  which  is  within  the  yellow  line. 

2584.  Does  that  overlap  both  of  the  other 
companies  ? — It  overlaps  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company.  It  also  overlaps  a  part  o£ 
the  district  which  I  think  is  supplied  by  the 
Lambeth  Company. 

2585.  Then  I  think  there  is  a  further  compli- 
cation in  the  case  of  both  of  them,  is  there  not, 
with  regard  to  certain  overlapping  of  the  Kent 
Company  ? — Yes,  that  occurs  on  the  eastern 
side  of  the  district ;  that  is,  under  two  Acts  of 
George  III.,  about  1809  and  1811. 

2586.  To  what  extent  does  Kent  overlap  first 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  ? — About  seven 
and  a-half  square  miles,  and  in  the  case  of 
Lambeth  about  10  square  miles. 

2587.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  is  a  portion  of  the 
Parliamentary  areas  of  both  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  and  Lambeth  Companies  actually  sup- 
plied by  Kent  I — It  is ;  a  small  portion  at  the 
eastern  end  of  the  district ;  those  parts  which 
are  dashed  yellow  on  that  map  and  the  map 
above. 

2588.  To  what  extent  ? — Three  and  a-half  or 
four  square  miles. 

2589.  Also,  is  there  a  further  overlapping  of 
a  portion  of  the  Lambeth  district  by  the  Croydon 
Corporation  ? — Yes,  that  is  better  shown  on  the 
map  behind  you. 

2590.  Will  you  explain  about  that?— The 
district  of  the  Corporation  of  Croydon  is  the 
whole  of  that  triangular  piece  running  up  to 
the  boundary  of  the  County  of  London.  The 
Corporation,  under  an  Act  of  1884,  I  think  it 
was,  have  power  to  supply  within  a  radius  of 
two  miles  from  the  Town-hall,  but  the  Lambeth 
Company  are  actually  supplying  within  that 
radius,  and  they  are  also  supplying  within  the 
borough  to  the  northward  of  that  radius  and 
between  that  radius  and  the  county  boundary 
which  is  coloured  black  on  that  map. 

2591.  Are  Croydon  supplying  a  new  district, 
too,  as  a  matter  of  fact — Croydon  is  supplying 
within  its  own  two  miles  of  radius,  1  believe,  in 
almost  active  competition  with  those  two  little 
pieces  of  the  Lambeth  pipes  which  come  over 
that  boundary  line. 

2592.  Further,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  are  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall,  and  Lambeth  Com- 
panies, actually  supplying  any  part  of  the  areas 
which  is  common  to  two  of  them? — Yes,  there  is 
about  3j  square  miles  lying  south  and  east  of 
Westminster  Bridge,  shown  in  that  checked 
form  on  the  two  maps,  where,  I  believe,  their 
pipes  are  laid  in  common  through  the  streets. 
It  is  not  exactly  active  competition,  it  is  a  kind 
of  agreed  thing,  but  there  are  duplicate  pipes  in 
the  street. 

2593.  You  mean  that  each  have  got  their 
pipes  ? — Yes,  they  occupy  the  street  in  common, 
I  should  say. 

2594.  Is  another  matter  which  we  shall  have 
to  consider  presently  as  bearing  upon  this  point, 
the  circumstances  connected  Avith  the  flow  of  the 
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•  Thames  ? — Yes,  that  is  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant points  in  the  whole  inquiry. 

2595.  And  presently,  of  course,  you  will  have 
to  consider,  with  a  view  to  Clause  6,  what  are 
these  specific  powers  of  the  companies,  either 
claimed  or  exercised,  with  regard  to  the  draught 
of  water  from  the  Thames  ? — Yes. 

2596.  But  before  you  state  those,  there  are 
some  facts  which  ought  to  be  stated  as  to  the 
character  of  the  river  in  general,  are  there 
not? — Yes,  the  Avhole  river  down  to  Teddington 
Weir  has  a  drainage  area  of  a  little  over  3,500 
square  miles. 

2597.  Why  do  you  say  down  to  Teddington 
Weir  ? — Because  immediately  above  Teddington 
Weir  we  have  the  water  companies'  intakes,  and 
it  is  the  point  Avhere  as  to  figures  to  which  Ave 
referred  all  through  the  Royal  Commission 
Report  as  to  quantity,  and  the  like.  In  that 
drainage  area  is  a  population  of  over  1,000,000 
persons,  of  whom  65  per  cent,  reside  in  29  towns 
on  the  banks  of  the  river,  and  1  need  not  say,  as 
was  pointed  out  by  the  Royal  Commission,  that 
population  is  a  rapidly  increasing  one. 

2598.  Those  figures,  I  think,  you  have  taken 
from  the  Royal  Commission  Report  ? — Yes, 
they  are  principally  in  paragraph  28,  page  13. 

2599.  What  is  the  character  of  the  valley  ? — 
As  everyone  knows,  it  is  a  richly-manured  and 
cultivated  valley,  it  is  a  river  for  the  most  part 
navigable,  and  it  is  the  resort  of  a  large  number 
of  persons  for  pleasure. 

2600.  Bearing  in  mind  the  claim  of  the  com- 
panies to  increase  their  draught  of  water  from 
the  river,  it  is  material  to  deal  Avith  the  average 
now  of  the  river  at  that  point — Teddington 
Weir,  is  it  not  ? — It  is. 

2601.  What  is  the  average? — The  average 
flow,  as  found  by  the  Royal  Commissioners,  Avas 
1,350  million  gallons  per  day,  but  that  varies 
between  very  Avide  limits  indeed  from  2,000 
million  gallons  on  one  occasion,  and  falling  as 
low  as  252;!^  million  gallons  on  another  occasion. 

2602.  Is  it  also  material  to  consider  the 
duration  of  the  periods  of  a  low  floAv? — It  is. 

2603.  What  do  you  find  taking  dry  times  ? — 
I  will  put  in  a  Table  ;  Table  A,  if  you  please. 
Table  A  shows  what  Ave  may  call  the  natural 
floAV  of  the  river,  that  is  the  actual  gauged  flow 
at  Teddington  Weir,  plus  the  quantity  Avhich 
the  companies  had  previously  extracted  from  it ; 
and  we  find  in  1884  that  for  five  months,  July 
to  November,  the  flow  of  the  river  amounted  to 
417  million  gallons  a  day.  In  1885,  i'or  three 
months,  J  uly  to  September,  the  flow  of  the  river 
was  393  million  gallons  a  day.  In  1887,  for  four 
months,  July  to  October,  the  flow  was  393  mil- 
lion gallons  a  day,  and  in  1893,  for  the  six 
months,  June  to  November,  the  flow  of  the  river 
was  413  million  gallons  a  day.  If  Ave  average 
the  flow  of  those  four  years  Ave  arrive  at  abol^t 
404  million  gallons  as  a  vei'y  fair  estimate  of  the 
dry  Aveather  flow  of  the  Thames.  {Table  A 
handed  in,  vide  Appendix.) 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2604.  Why  do  you  not  take  the  same  periods. 
You  call  it  an  average,  but  one  period  is  five 


Mr.  Bidder — continued. 

month,  another  four  months,  and  another  three 
months  ? — I  am  not  answerable  for  the  dryness 
of  the  season ;  I  am  trying  to  ascertain  what  is 
the  dry  weather  flow  of  the  river.  I  am  not 
taking  the  average  flow  of  the  summer  months, 
or  anything  else. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

2605.  If  you  are  considering  the  possibility  of 
Avater  abstracted  from  the  river,  the  dry  time  is 
the  key  to  the  position  ?— ^Of  course,  it  is. 

2606.  You  say  that  shows  what  one  may  call 
the  average  of  a  consecutiA^e  dry  time  ? — Yes, 
you  will  have  to  be  prepared,  in  laying  out  any 
works  in  the  Thames  Valley,  for  periods  from 
three  months  to  six  months  in  duration,  during 
which  the  flow  of  the  river  will  vary  between 
393,000,000  gallons  a  day  up  to  413,000,000 
gallons  a  day. 

2607.  Can  you  also  show  the  minimum  quan- 
tities ? — Table  B  will  show  the  Committee  the 
minimum  quantities.  This  table,  perhaps,  if 
the  Committee  Avill  bear  with  me,  requires  a 
little  explanation.  It  is  for  the  years  1893-94. 
The  whole  quantity  is  stated  in  volume  per  24 
hours.  In  the  right  hand  portion  of  the  Table, 
under  the  head  of  10th  July,  21st  August,  18th 
September,  9th  July,  22nd  August,  17th  Sep- 
tember, 1  am  treating  with  the  daily  abstraction 
of  water,  and  the  daily  flow  of  the  river.  In  the 
right  hand  side  of  the  Table  I  am  dealing  with 
the  average  flow  of  those  particular  months  of 
July,  August,  and  September,  in  those  two 
years.  I  will  only  read  one  line  so  as  to  make 
it  clear  to  the  Committee  :  the  first  line  on  the 
10th  of  July  1893,  the  actual  flow  of  the  river 
as  measured  at  Teddington  Weir  Avas  177*3 
million  gallons  a  day ;  the  natural  flow  Avas 
287*7  million  gallons.  The  abstraction  by  the 
companies  AA'as  110*4  million  gallons,  consequently 
the  percentage  of  abstracted  water  to  the  natural 
flow  was  38*4  per  cent.  But,  if  instead  of  con- 
fining ourselves  to  that  individual  10th  of  July, 
we  look  at  the  whole  month  of  July,.  Ave  find  that 
the  natural  flow  of  the  river  averaged  during 
that  month  395*4  million  gallons  a  day,  the 
abstraction^ being  (I  have  only  the  average  rate 
you  will  reihember  of  the  whole  month  in  these 
cases,  the  water  examiner  not  giving  me  the 
actual  quantity  per  day)  in  column  8,  110*4 
million  gallons,  so  that  the  percentage  of  the 
total  flow  abstracted  by  the  companies  was  27*9 
per  cent.  From  this  Table  we  see  that  occa- 
sionally the  six  companies  draw  as  much  as  from 
28^  per  cent,  to  44  per  cent,  of  the  total  natural 
volume  of  the  river.  (  Table  B  handed  in,  vide 
Appendix.) 

2608.  I  see  that  at  the  head  of  that  Table 
under  the  figures  1893  you  have  "volume  per 
24  hours  in  million  gallons  "  ? — Yes. 

2609.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  are  the  companies 
limited  in  the  quantities  they  may  take  by  that 
period  ? — Yes.  That  is  common,  I  may  say,  to 
all  the  companies.  That  is  the  quantity  they 
are  authorised  to  draw,  whether  by  agreement  or 
by  Parliament,  or  anything  else ;  it  is  in  each 
case  limited  to  a  certain  quantity  t)er  24  hours. 

2610.  Is 
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2610.  Is  the  surplus  water,  after  they  have 
taken  what  they  are  entitled  to,  a  matter  which 
has  been  always  one  of  the  very  greatest  con- 
sideration to  London  ? — -vJf  course,  it  naturally 
must  be ;  the  whole  health  of  London  depends 
on  the  river  which  flows  through  it. 

2611.  So  that  the  abstraction  of  water  from 
the  Thames  has  been  a  matter  which  has 
been  very  jealously  watched  for  years  ? — It 
has. 

2612.  Having  given  the  actual  abstraction, 
will  you  come  to  the  consideration  of  the  powers 
of  the  companies  to  abstract  the  water  ? — If  the 
Committee  look  at  Table  Ba,  I  will  not  allude 
to  it  in  detail  ;  they  will  understand  the  matter 
better.    {Table  B  a.  handed  2«,  vide  Appendix.) 

2613.  It  is  a  Table  headed  "  Table  showing 


Mr.  Worslcy  Taylor — cofitinued. 

daily  quantities  of  water  claimed  or  taken  from 
the  River  Thames  above  Molesey  by  six  of 
the  eight  Metropolitan  Water  Companies."  I 
understand  you  to  say  that  it  is  desirable  the 
Committee  should  have  that  Table  before  them, 
in  order  to  understand  what  you  are  going  to 
say  more  clearly  ? — Yes. 

Chairman,^  I  think,  as  we  are  entering  upou 
a  fresh  Table,  this  will  be  a  convenient  point  to 
adjourn. 

Mr.  Worsley  TaylorP[  If  you  please,  Sir. 

Chairman^]  I  understand  Mr.  Fletcher 
Moulton  will  be  the  first  witness  to-morrow  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  Yes,  Sir,  if  possible. 

Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at 
half-past  Eleven  o'clock. 


384. 
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MEMBERS  PRESENT 


Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Burnie. 

Sir  J ames  Kitson. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  David  Plunket. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browiie.l  I  have  now  here,  Sir, 
my  learned  friend  Mr.  Fletcher  Moulton ;  but 
if  I  were  to  be  guided  by  my  own  discretion, 
endorsed  by  that  of  my  learned  friends  with  me, 
I  should  prefer  very  much  to  go  on  with  Mr. 
Binnie ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  as  you  indicated 
a  desire  to  have  Mr.  Moulton's  evidence  this 
morning,  I  am  quite  prepared  to  call  him  now, 
if  you  wish  it.  I  should  have  preferred  very 
much  to  call  him  after  Mr.  Binnie,  and  it  would 
be  very  convenient  to  him  too  ;  but  he  is  here, 
and  I  do  not  want  to  have  the  least  suspicion  in 


your  minds  that  we  desire  to  keep  him  back  for 
any  purposes. 

Chairmnn.1  I  think,  for  the  reasons  I  stated 
last  night,  it  would  be  the  more  convenient 
course.  I  do  not  understand  you  to  say  that  it 
will  put  your  case  at  a  disadvantage. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne,^  No,  Sir ;  but  I  think 
the  way  I  should  have  shaped  my  case  would  have 
been  different ;  but,  still,  that  1  give  up,  and  I 
will  ask  Mr.  Moulton  to  take  the  chair. 


Mr.  John  Fletcher  Moulton,  q.c, 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2614.  I  BELIEVE  that  to  some  extent  this  is 
extempore  evidence.  You  have  not  had  the 
time  to  read  the  whole  of  the  proceedings  before 
this  Committee  ? — No,  I  am  here  rather  because 
t  was  an  Alderman  of  the  County  Council  at  the 
time  this  Bill  was  decided  upon,  and  although 
I  have  neither  the  credit  nor  the  responsibility 
of  the  drafting,  still  1  gave  a  good  deal  of  atten- 
tion to  it  at  the  time. 

2615.,  Whicli  Bill  have  you  got  in  your  hand  ? 
— The  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill, 

2616.  The  Bills  are  practically  the  same,  but 
the  clauses  are  numbered  differently.  You  shall 
have  a  Lambeth  Bill.  Have  you  read  Clause  6, 
and  have  you  had  very  considerable  experience 
of  arbitration,  both  under  the  general  Acts  and 
under  special  Acts  of  Parliament? — Yes,  I  have. 

2617.  First  of  all,  I  want  you  to  go  through 
the  clause  with  the  Committee,  and  to  tell  them 
your  view  as  to  the  necessity  in  this  particular 
case  for  these  instructions  to  the  arbitrator  ? — 
J  think  I  could  make  my  meaning  clearest  if  I 
were  to  say  in  what  light  I  regard  these  direc- 
tions. I  regard  these  directions  as  indications 
of  what  the  Bill  means  by  "  the  fair  and  reason- 
able value  (if  the  undertaking."  The  purchase, 
of  course,  is  a  purchase  which  will  involve  a  very 
large  amount  of  public  money,  and  it  is  most 
important  that  the  Bill  should  leave  no  ambiguity 
on  what  the  meaning  of  those  general  words 
"  fair  and  reasonable  "  is.  I  can  understand  that 
an  arbitrator  having  nothing  but  those  words  to 
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guide  him  might  be  at  a  loss  to  know  exactly 
what  the  price  Parliament  meant  him  to  fix  was, 
and  I  can  imagine  him  taking  an  interpretation 
of  those  words  which  would  leaA^e  him  to  fix  a 
very  different  price  to  that  which  the  London 
County  Council  asks  to  purchase  the  undertaking 
at.  I  will  explain  in  a  moment  what  I  mean  by 
that.  I  think  that  it  is  exceedingly  important  that 
this  price  should  be  left  without  ambiguity  in 
the  Act.  An  arbitrator  seeing  the  words  "  fair 
and  reasonable  value  of  the  undei'taking  "  with- 
out any  further  instruction  might  perhaps  ima- 
gine that  that  meant  the  sum  total  of  what  the 
shareholders  and  debenture  holders  could  get  for 
their  stock  in  the  market,  a  total  price  which,  for 
the  sake  of  simplicity,  I  will  call  the  repute 
price ;  that  is,  the  price  depending  simply  on 
the  repute  of  the  undertaking.  Noav,  the  London 
County  Council,  as  I  understand,  say  that  that 
would  not  be  the  fair  and  reasonable  value  which 
they  ought  to  pay,  and  certainly  that  was  my 
view  strongly  when  I  had  to  do  with  the  drafting 
of  this  Bill,  I  can  give  the  Committee  an  example. 
The  shares  of'  the  tramway  companies  kept  up 
their  value  very  nearly  riiiht  up  to  the  end  of 
the  21  years,  which  really  was  the  limit  of  their 
concession.  The  public  imagined  that  as  they 
had  been  paying  dividends  they  would  pay 
dividends,  and  the  repute  value  was,  in  my  opinion, 
out  of  all  prbportion  to  the  real  value.  I  think, 
therefore,  on  the  one  hand,  the  London  County 
Council  are  entitled  to  be  protected  from  having 

to 
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j  to  pay  a  price  due  to  the  ignorance  on  the  part 
j  of  the  public.  I  use  those  words  "  ignorance  on 
!  the  part  of  the  public  "  in  the  sense  that  the 
public  cannot  follow  all  the  legal  difficulties  and 
I  legal  complexities  that  define  the  position  of  the 
j  undertaking.  I  am  using  it  in  no  other  sense 
j    than  that. 

j  2618.  Then  I  understand  that  in  your  view  the 
I  repute  value  of  an  undertaking  may  be  very 
i  different  and  very  much  exaggerated  and  beyond 
j  '  the  real  and  fair  value  ? — It  certainly  might  be, 
\  but  I  can  imagine  an  arbitrator  called  upon  to 
interpret  the  words  "  fair  and  reasonable  value  '' 
might  perhaps  take  the  erroneous  view  that  he 
was  to  take  what  I  might  call  a  fair  and  reason- 
able estimate  of  the  market  value  of  the  shares 
and  thus  calculate  it.  Now  I  think  the  London 
County  Council  would  not  be  doing  their  duty  if 
they  let  the  Act  pass,  if  they  could  help  it,  in  a 
form  which  would  make  it  possible  that  so  serious 
a  mistake  could  be  made,  and  I  think  that  they 
are  entitled  to  ask  the  Committee  so  to  frame  the 
clause  that  that  mistake  could  not  be  made. 
T.hat  is  not  the  price  at  which  they  ask  the  privi- 
lege of  buying  the  undertaking.  There  are  other 
dangers  which  I  think  they  are  entitled  to  ask 
the  Committee  to  protect  them  from.  The  value 
of  an  imdertaking  of  this  kind,  if  measured  by  the 
actual  sum  obtained  by  the  undertakers,  may  be 
partly  due  to  what  (without  using  intentionally 
any  irritating  phrase)  I  will  call  an  abuse  of  their 
position.  They  may  take  a  view  of  legal  rights 
which  is  an  erroneous  one,  and  they  may  do  it 
with  a  very  considerable  amount  of  safety.  See- 
ing that  they  are  dealing  with  a  large  number  of 
people,  and  the  sum  that  they  obtain  from  each 
is  comparatively  small,  they  may  well  with  im- 
punity exact  more  than  they  should  ;  or,  on  the 
other  hand,  they  may  render  less  services  than 
they  should.  I  am  not  in  any  way  saying  that 
that  is  so,  or  going  into  the  facts  of  the  case  in 
order  to  establish  such  a  proposition  ;  but  I  say 
tbat  that  is  the  view  of  the  members  of  the 
London  County  Council,  and  certainly  it  is  a 
view  so  far  shared  by  the  whole  Council  that 
they  consider  that  it  wovild  be  right  they  should 
be  entitled  to  put  forward  the  grounds  on  which 
they  hold  those  views.  The  return  of  a  company 
then  may  be  swollen  by  this  excess  of  charge  or 
deficiency  in  performance  of  duty,  and,  if  I  might 
use  another  phrase,  just  for  the  sake  of  simplicity, 
there  might  be  a  return  which  was  due  to  the 
abuse  of  the  undertaking,  and  there  might  be  an 
abuse  value  even  in  the  eyes  of  persons  who  knew 
anything,  because  they  woxdd  say,  "  Well,  the 
position  of  the  company,  and  its  impunity  in  the 
past,  makes  one  feel  that  it  will  be  able  to  con- 
tinue a  course  of  that  kind  in  the  future,  and  that 
really  increases  the  return  of  the  undertaking." 
Now,  I  think  that  the  London  County  Council 
ask  the  Committee  to  say  this :  that  the  "  fair  and 
reasonable  value  "  shall  be  taken  on  the  hypo- 
thesis that  it  is  in  the  hands  of  undertakers  who 
to  the  full  act  up  to  their  duties ;  first,  in  making 
only  their  legal  charges;  secondly,  in  performing 
all  their  legal  duties ;  and,  thirdly,  in  providing 
both  at  present  and  in  the  future  for  all  legal 
responsibility.  It  might  be  difficult  to  express 
in  language  this  fair  and  reasonable  price  that  1 
384. 
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have  been  describing.  By  far  the  best  way  to  do 
it  would  be  to  indicate  to  the  arbitrator  the  im- 
portant heads  of  considerations  which  he  is 
entitled  to  look  to  in  considering  the  price ;  and 
I  have  looked  through  these  varioixs  heads  that 
he  is  directed  to  consider,  and  I  do  not  think 
that  there  are  any  which  are  not  legitimate  when 
he  is  calculating  a  price  on  that  principle.  I 
further  think  that  when  you  have  indicated  that 
these  are  proper  and  legitimate  elements  for  him 
to  consider,  you  have  told  him  the  sense  in  which 
you  use  the  words  "  fair  and  reasonable  value." 

2619.  I  want  to  go  through  with  you  seriatim 
these  things,  but  before  doing  so,  I  Avant  to  ask 
you  this  question.  Without  an  instruction,  as  I 
understand  you,  an  arbitrator  left  free  merely  to 
find  the  "  fair  and  reasonable  value  "  would  pro- 
bably take  into  consideration  the  reputed  value, 
the  abuse  value,  or  might  leave  out  of  considera- 
tion altogether  future  responsibility. 

Mr.  Pember.^  That  is  a  strong  leading  question, 
and  a  most  objectionable  one. 

Mr.  Balfour  Bruwne.']  I  have  only  summed  up 
what  Mr.  Moulton  has  said. 

Mr.  Pemher.']  Then  it  was  urmecessary, 
Mr.  Bidder.^  It  is  not  summing  up  what  he 
said,  because  he  did  not  say  the  arbitrator  would 
probably  do  so ;  he  said  he  conceived  he  might. 

Mr.  Pemher  J\  I  have  not  been  in  the  habit  in 
the  course  of  this  case  of  protesting  so  much,  but 
I  must  ask  that,  at  a  moment  so  crucial  as  tbis, 
no  leading  questions  should  be  put  to  the  witness. 

Chairman.^  I  am  quite  sure  Mr.  Balfour 
Browne  will  not  do  so.  The  only  objection  I 
have  to  your  summing  up  is,  Mr.  Browne,  that  I 
am  not  quite  sure  it  exactly  covered  the  evidence 
as  I  caught  it. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2620.  I  think  Mr.  Moulton  Avould  repudiate  it 
if  it  did  not.  I  will  not  ask  you  a  question,  Mr. 
Moulton,  at  all.  Go  on  with  your  evidence  ? — I 
think  that  without  an  indication  of  this  kind  no 
arbitrator  would  feel  himself  at  liberty  to  fix  the 
price  consistently  on  the  principle  that  I  have 
defined  as  that  at  which  we  ask  the  price  should 
be  fixed ;  but  I  am  sure  that  there  would  be  an 
ambiguity  and  an  absence  of  definition  of  the 
price  at  which  the  purchase  is  to  be  made  which 
should  not  be  allowed  to  exist  in  so  important  a 
matter. 

2621.  I  will  ask  you  a  question  on  each  of 
the  heads.  The  clause  runs  :  "  In  determining 
the  fair  and  reasonable  value  of  the  undertaking 
the  arbitrators  shall,  amongst  other  matters,  have 
regard  to  the  following  (that  is  to  say) :  The  con- 
ditions and  state  of  repair  of  the  reservoirs,  filter- 
beds,  filtration  arrangements,  wells,  mains,  conduit 
pipes,  machinery  and  plant  of  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany, and  the  probability  of  future  expenditure 
thereon  together  with  any  liabilities  or  obligations 
in  connection  with  their  undertaking  which  the 
Lambeth  Company  may  reasonably  be  required 
or  expected  to  incur."  In  your  view,  is  that 
direction  necessary,  and  under  which  head  of 
what  you  have  already  stated  would  it  come  ? — I 
think  that  that  comes  mainly  under  the  second 

A  A  3  head, 
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Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued, 
head,  but  almost  everything  that  comes  under 
the  second  in  a  sense  bears  on  the  first.  Sup- 
posing that  the  returns  of  the  Lambeth  Company 
have  been  better  because  they  have  not  looked 
ahead,  or  have  not  looked  at  their  responsibility  to 
the  full,  and  the  consequence  is  that  they  have 
not  kept  their  reservoirs,  filter  beds,  filtration 
arrangements,  wells,  mains,  conduit  pipes,  ma- 
chinery and  plant  in  such  a  condition  and  state 
of  repair  that  keeps  them  abreast  of  their  present 
and  up  to  the  performance  of  their  future 
habilities,  and  that  there  are  liabilities  or  obli- 
gations which  they  are  i  ot  performing  or  which 
they  will  have  to  perform  but  are  in  a  state  of 
unreadiness  for  doing  it,  then  the  return  of  the 
company  both  in  its  effect  on  the  reputed  price 
and  also  in  its  effect  on  the  price  that  a  person 
going  into  the  matter  might  be  willing  to  give, 
is  that  the  thing  looks  a  more  prosperous  thing. 

Chairman. 

2622.  What  do  you  mean  by  a  person  going 
into  the  matter  ;  do  you  mean  a  purchaser  of 
Stock? — No,  I  mean  a  person  going  into  the 
matter,  a  man  who  says  "  I  will  not  take  market 
price  ;  I  will  go  and  look  at  your  books,"  he 
might  see  a  return  in  a  year  which  is  a  large 
return  ;  but  that  return  has  to  be  discounted  if 
they  have  not  kept  themselves  abreast  of  their 
duties  and  liabilities. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2623.  As  I  understand,  a  person  looking  at  the 
books  of  any  one  particular  year  might  see  in 
that  particular  year  there  was  very  little  spent 
on  repairs.  That  would  be  an  unfair  basis  if  the 
repairs  were  left  over  until  the  next  year  ? — If 
they  were  left  over  for  next  year,  and  if  the  re- 
pairs did  not  include  so  much  development  as 
would  keep  them  well  above  their  duties  for  the 
coming  year. 

2624.  Do  you  think  that  an  arbitrator  left 
without  any  direction  -.it  all  would  look  into  the 
future  duties  with  regard  to  that  development  ? 
— It  is  doubtful  whether  he  Avould,  but  I  think 
that  it  is  almost  certain  that  he  would  give  to  it 
only  a  very  modified  effect  because  the  argument 
would  be  pressed  upon  him. 

Chairman. 

2625.  You  say  it  is  doubtful  whether  he  would 
look  into  it?— Yes,  certainly  not  if  he  thought 
he  hiid  to  take  the  repute  price,  and  even  if  he 
thought  he  was  entitled  to  look  into  it  it  would 
be  probably  only  in  a  very  modified  way,  being 
discounted  by  such  arguments  as  that  they  had 
to  take  the  thing,  and  it  had  got  along  in  that 
way,  and  must  be  supposed  to  be  able  to  get  along 
in  that  way  in  the  future.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
London  County  Council  ask  that  the  price 
shall  be  based  on  the  hypothesis  I  gave  at  length 
and  which  1  do  not  wish  to  repeat. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2626.  Therefore  you  think  it  is  right  he  should 
consider  it  ;  it  is  doubtful  whether  he  would, 
therefore  it  is  right  to  instruct  him  to  consider 
it  ? — Yes  ;  and  once  more  I  say  that  this  instruc- 
tion given  with  the  others  would  indicate  clearly 
to  an  arbitrator  the  basis  on  which  the  fair  and 
reasonable  value  was  to  be  ascertained. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued. 

2627.  Now  will  you  take  the  next  :  "  The 
legal  powers  of  the  Lambeth  Company  to  take 
water  and  the  probability  of  such  powers  being 
limited  "  ? — There  again  that  looks  to  future 
responsibility,  and  however  tight  a  company  may 
have  shut  its  eyes  to  future  resi^onsibility,  its 
present  returns  are  not  lessened,  and  probably 
may  be  increased  by  that  blindness.  Supposing 
that  this  company  will  have  in  the  near  future  to 
find  sources  more  expensive  and  more  difficult 
than  those  it  has  at  present,  I  think  it  is  fair  to 
consider  that  that  is  a  weight  of  responsibility 
pressing  on  the  undertaking  which,  though  it 
does  not  affect,  or  has  not  been  allowed  to  affect, 
its  present  financial  position,  should  be  considered 
in  an  estimate  of  the  fair  and  reasonable  value  on 
the  basis  I  have  indicated. 

2628.  Without  an  instruction,  do  you  think  an 
arbitrator  under  an  ordinarj'  submission  would 
consider  such  a  matter  ? — No,  I  do  not. 

2629.  You  do  not?— No,  I  do  not. 

2630.  I  think  you  have  dealt  really  with  the 
next  paragraph,  have  you  not  ? — I  think  I  have  ; 
I  may  say  I  can  see  that  these  paragraphs  have 
been  put  in  an  order  which  shows  that  they  were 
grouped  according  to  the  logical  sequence  in 
somebody's  mind  ;  I  <^o  not  quite  understand  how 
the  grouping  was  settled,  but  on  the  other  hand 
I  can  see  that  it  was  done  with  care,  and  I  have 
no  doubt  that  the  person  who  drafted  it  could 
explain  exactly  the  order,  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
No.  3  is  a  good  deal  like  No.  I . 

2631.  And  No.  4  really  is  like  No.  2  ?— I  have 
included  No.  4  in  my  remarks  on  No.  2. 

Mr.  Pember. 

2632.  Three  equals  1,  and  4  equals  2  ?— I 
have  not  distinguished  them  in  my  remarks. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2633.  I  think  in  what  you  have  said  you  have 
covered  those  paragraphs  ? — Yes. 

2634.  The  next  is  with  regard  to  the  legality 
of  the  charges  made  and  claimed  to  be  made  by 
the  Lambeth  Company  ? — There  is  an  example 
of  a\consideration,  which  I  think  ought  to  be 
before  the  arbitrator,  which  does  not  certainly 
affect  the  repute  price,  but  it  is  rather  a  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  there  is  not  an  excess  of 
abuse  price. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2635.  Which  are  you  referring  to  now  ? — The 
legality  of  the  charges.  Charges  may  have  been 
made  and  acceded  to,  and  a  business  arbitrator 
might  say,  "  While  these  charges  have  been 
acceded  to  in  the  past,  what  is  the  chance  of 
a  man  fighting  it  up  to  the  House  of  Lords  on 
eighteen  pence.  I  do  not  think  that  the  fact 
whether  it  is  legal  or  not  legal  will  make  much 
difference."  Now,  I  do  not  think  that  is  a 
ground  on  which  the  company  is  to  get  an  excess 
of  price.  I  think  the  county  cou.ncil  has  a  right 
to  say,  "  You  must  assume  that  this  undertaking 
is  in  the  hands  of  people  who  do  not  charge  more 
than  they  ought  to,  and  who  do  and  provide  all 
that  they  should,"  and  I  think  that  the  legality 
of  the  charges  would  pi'obably  not  be  considered: 
by  an  arbitrator  without  a  special  direction.  ,  I 
feel  sui'e  that  instead  of  taking  the  charges  at 
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Mr.  iy/(f^er— continued. 

what  they  legally  are  he  would  only_  make  a 
very  small  deduction  for  the  possible  re- 
arrangement of  those  charges  after  legal 
decision,  instead  of  giving  full  effect  to  what  the 
law  does  prescribe. 

2636.  Is  there  any  one  of  those  directions 
which,  you  of  your  experience  would  say  woidd 
cut  down  the  price  below  what  is  fair  and 
reasonable  r— Oil  the  contrary.  I  think  these 
indicate  the  fair  and  reasonable  price  at  which  the 
County  Council  should  be  allowed  to  take  the 
water  companies.  I  think  they  indicate  the 
meanino;  of  the  words  "  fair  and  reasonable 
value." 

2637.  And  do  not  cut  it  down  below  that? — 
No.  If  I  might  use  the  French  word,  they 
precise!-,  they  fix  it,  they  define  it. 

2638.  The  next  matter  I  want  to  ask  you 
upon  is  "  the  deductions  from  any  compensation 
claimed  by  the  Lambeth  Company  wlich  may  in 
the  opinion  of  the  arbitrators  be  reasonably 
made  in  respect  of  any  insufficiency  of  the  present 
storage  or  filtration  of  the  Lambeth  Company  or 
in  respect  of  the  provision  of  supplementary 
supplies."  I  daresay  you  know  that  the  Royal 
Commission  did  report  that  some  of  the  com- 
panies, I  will  not  go  into  which,  were  defective 
both  in  storage  and  filtration  ? — Yes, 

2639.  Although  that  is  a  report  of  a  Koyal 
Commission  it  is  not  law  ? — No. 

2640.  Would  an  arbitrator  without  a  specific 
direction  be  bound  to  consider  that  report  as 
binding  on  him  ? — Most  certainly  not ;  but 
those  two  directions  belong  to  the  class  of 
No.  1  and  No.  3.  They  rather  amplify  and  make 
clear  1  and  3  rather  than  add  anything  new,  or  at 
all  events  

Chairman. 

2641.  Is  this  the  deduction  from  any  compen- 
sation ? — Yes. 

2642.  And  that  paragraph,  you  say,  does 
what?— It  belongs,  I  think,  to  the  class  of 
No.  1  and  No.  3. 

2643.  Do  you  applv  the  same  observation 
to  the  next  paragraph  ? — Yes.  I  think  rather 
they  point  to  the  consequences  of  establishing 
No.  1  and  3.  There  are  to  be  deductions  there- 
fore made. 

Mr.  Pember. 

2644.  Po  you  say  7  also  belongs  to  1  and  3  ? 
—Yes. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2645.  I  will  ask  a  question  upon  that.  Where 
plant  has  become  useless  or  obsolete,  it  it  is 
still  in  the  capital  account,  it  ought  to  be  dis- 
regarded fbr  revenue  purposes — that  is  quite 
obvious  ? — Yes.  I  think  my  instructed  pur- 
chaser would  amend  the  accounts  in  that  way, 
decidedly. 

2646.  Just  to  emphasise  these  Avords, 
"instructed  purchaser,"  the  fair  value  of  the 
undertaking  is  what  a  fully-instructed  purchaser 
would  give  ? — Yes  ;  the  fair  value  of  an  under- 
taking is  to  be  what  a  fully-instructed  purchaser 
would  give  for  the  undertaking.  1  am  not 
talking  now  about  the  value  to  the  purchaser. 

384. 
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What  I  ought  to  say  is  this  :  the  value  in  a 
fully-instructed  mind  of  the  undertaking,  saddled 
with  all  its  responsibilities,  and  with  only  its 
legal  powers. 

Chairman. 

2647.  I  do  not  quite  follow  that.  Do  ycu 
mean  the  fully-instructed  mind  of  the  arbitrator 
or  the  purchaser? — A  fully-instructed  mind  of 
an  arbitrator  who  is  to  take  all  this  instruction 
into  account  in  fixing  a  fair  and  reasonable 
value.  He  is  not  to  say,  "  That  is  a  statute 
which  the  public  do  not  know  of  and  I  may  put 
it  on  one  side,"  ur  anything  of  that  kind.  He 
must  know  what  the  real  legal  position  of  the 
undertaking  is,  both  as  to  duties  and 
responsibilities  ;  he  must  assume  tlmt  those  are 
to  be  carried  out  to  the  full,  and  he  is  to 
estimate  the  fair  and  reasonable  value  on  that 
basis. 

2648.  Assuming  that,  is  it  quite  clear  that 
what  you  mean  is  that  the  person  to  whom  you 
refer  as  the  fully-instructed  person  is  to  be 
according  to  your  theory  the  arbitrator  or  the 
purchaser  ? — He  is  to  be  the  arbitrator. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2649.  As  I  understand,  a  person  who  buys  a 
Lambeth  Water  Company's  share  in  the  market 
is  not  a  fully- instructed  purchaser? — I  do  not 
think  he  is. 

2650.  And  as  I  understand,  it  does  not  at  all 
follow  that  if  he  gives  210/.,  or  whatever  the 
price  is,  that  if  he  were  fully  instructed  he  would 
give  that  amount? — Most  certainly  not. 

2651.  If,  for  instance,  he  considered  the  future 
responsibilities,  and  one  of  them  is  a  possibility 
that  they  may  be  driven  away  from  the  Thames 
and  have  to  go  elsewhere,  would  that  fully-in- 
structed purchaser  give  a  great  deal  less  in  your 
view? — Certainly,  I  think  he  would.  I  can 
imagine  a  fully-instructed  purchaser  giving  too 
much,  because  he  might  say  this,  "  They  have 
shirked  those  responsibilities  for  so  many  years, 
they  will  shirk  them  for  some  more  years,  and  I 
can  afford  to  give  very  little  weight  to  the  fact 
that  those  responsibilities  rest  upon  them." 
Therefore  I  can  understand  the  most  fully-in- 
structed purchaser,  say  the  solicitor  to  the  com- 
pany, who  knows  all  its  duties  and  everything, 
might  feel  it  was  safe  as  a  commercial  thing  to 
continue  to  shut  his  eyes  to  liabilities  and  over- 
charges because  practically  they  could  be  made. 
Now  I  think  that  the  London  County  Council 
asks  that  the  price  shall  not  be  estimated  on  that 
basis,  but  it  shall  be  a  fully-instructed  purchaser 
or  a  fully-instructed  arbitrator,  I  would  rather 

.  say,  estimating  the  value  on  the  hypothesis  that 
the  liabilities  and  duties  and  charges  are  all  that 
by  law  they  should  be.  You  will  quite  under- 
stand, sir,  that  I  am  not  here  saying  they  are 
not,  only  that  is  a  matter  with  which  those  who 
are  acquainted  with  the  actual  facts  of  the  case 
must  assist  the  Committee  upon.  The  London 
County  Council  wish  that  it  shall  be  estimated 
on  that  basis,  and  this  clause  is  to  secure  from 
ambiguity  that  it  will  be  estimated  on  that 
basis. 

A  A  4  I-  2652.  Suppose 
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2652.  Suppose  there  were  no  instruction  at  all, 
and  an  arbitration  took  place,  and  the  County 
Council  go  before  the  arbitrator  and  say,  "  You 
must  consider  that  these  companies  may  have 
their  sources  of  supply  taken  away,"  do  you 
think  that,  legally,  he  could  take  that  into  con- 

y  sideration  without  an  instruction  ?■ — I  think  it 
exceedingly  doubtful :  and  my  main  feeling  is 
that  this  is  a  thing  where  doubt  should  not  be 
allowed. 

Chairman . 

2653.  You  think  it  exceedingly  doubtful 
whether,  legally,  he  could  take  it  into  considera- 
tion?— Yes,  but  I  think  it  enough  for  the  present 
purpose  that  it  would  be  exceedingly  doubtful  ; 
and  in  such  a  serious  matter  as  this,  where  the 
public  are  going  to  pay  a  very  large  sum  of  money, 
there  should  be  no  doubt  left  as  to  Avhat  the  price 
is  that  they  have  got  to  pay. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broxvne. 

2654.  Suppose,  for  instance,  he  ruled  against 
us,  and  said,  "I  will  not  consider  the  possibility 

.  of  a  future  source  of  supply,  or  the  probability  of 
a  future  source  of  supply,  under  these  circum- 
stances," might  the  ratepayers  of  London  pro- 
bably have  to  pay  too  large  a  price  for  the 
undertaking  ?— Certainly,  in  my  opinion. 

2655.  It  would  be  beyond,  in  your  view,  what 
would  be  fair  and  reasonable  ? — Yes. 

2656.  I  think  the  last,  of  these  directions  you 
have  not  yet  referred  to  ;  will  you  look  at  that  ? — ■ 
I  think  that  probably  an  arbitrator  would  take 
no  heed  of  the  statutory  powers  of  any  other 
company  to  compete  in  any  part  of  the  Lambeth 
Company's  district,  or  the  right  of  any  other 
company  or  body  to  supply  water  in  the  Lambeth 
Company's  district,  whether  as  now  existing 
under  statute  or  otherwise,  or  as  may  be  likely  to 
exist  in  the  future  ? — Certainly,  he  could  not 
take  the  whole  of  that  into  consideration.  I  doubt 
whether  he  would  practically  take  into  considera- 
tion any  portion  of  it. 

Chairman. 

2657.  I  do  not  quite  understand  one  answer 
you  gave.  Y"ou  say  certainly  he  could  not  take 
the  whole  of  it :  what  do  you  mean  by  that  ? — 
He  coidd  not  take  the  whole  of  that  clause  into 
consideration— I  mean  the  whole  of  the  matters 
mentioned  in  the  clause,  "  As  may  be  likely  to 
exist  in  the  future,"  he  certainly  could  not  take 
into  consideration. 

2658.  You  are  now  on  the  statutory  powers,  are 
you  not? — Yes,  the  last  direction. 

2659.  Is  that  the  part  which  you  say  he  cer- 
tainly would  not  take  into  his  consideration? — 
The  last  part  of  that  paragraph. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne, 

2660.  You  know,  of  course,  that  the  London 
companies  overlap  each  other's  districts  ? — Yes. 

2661.  And  have  a  power,  although  they  are  not 
absolutely  compelled  to  compete  with  one 
another  ? — Quite  so. 

2662.  Do  y<)u  think  it  is  a  fair  thing  that  the 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued, 
arbitrator   should     consider     those  statutory 
powers  ? — I  do. 

2663-4.  Should  your  instructed  purchaser 
have  regard  to  them?  — Yes,  I  think  he  should, 
decidedly. 

Chairman.']  You  say  now  "  would  your  in- 
structed purchaser."  I  understood  we  had  called 
him  "  an  instructed  arbitrator  ?  " 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  It  is  qiiite  true  ;  but 
they  are  mixed  up  in  my  mind,  and  I  think  in 
Mr.  Moulton's  mind  as  well. 

Witness.]  I  think  the  instructed  arbitrator,  in 
estimating  this  value,  should  take  into  considei'a- 
tion  all  the  things  in  that  last  paragraph,  and  I 
will  talk  about  "  instructed  arbitrator "  if  you 
will  allow  me. 

Mr.  Stanhope. 

2665.  May  I  ask  one  question  to  clear  up  the 
basis  on  which  all  this  examination  has  proceeded. 
You  say  certain  things  would  be  excluded  Avith- 
out  instruction  ;  do  you  mean  excluded  from  an 
ordinary  arbitration  under  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act,  or  do  you  mean  that  they  vvould  be  ex- 
cluded from  an  arbitration  such  as  is  set  forth  in 
the  first  paragraph  of  this  clause,  without  any 
instructions  whatever? — I  explained  that  rather 
at  length  at  the  commencement.  I  said  that  the 
words  "  fair  and  reasonable  value "  might  be 
taken  in  many  senses,  and  that  these  were  for 
the  purpose  of  defining  the  basis  on  which  the 
fair  and  reasonable  value  was  to  be  taken.  I 
think  that  what  you  arrive  at  here  is  a  fair  and 
reasonable  value,  but  I  should  imagine  a  person 
taking  (and  1  think  without  directions  a  person 
would  take)  a  meaning  of  "  fair  and  reasonable 
value  "  which  would  not  be  the  same  as  this, 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2666.  Is  there  anything  else  which  occurs  to 
you  to  add  upon  that  clause? — No,  that  is  the  con- 
ception that  I  have  always  had  of  this  clause.  I 
think,  as  I  have  said  before,  that  the  London 
County  Council  come  to  Parliament  and  say  : 
"  Let  us  buy  the  undertaking  of  the  company 
for  this  price,"  because  a  price  ascertained  on 
tbe  principle  that  I  have  described,  I  may  desig- 
nate as  "  this  price."  Of  course  they  have  not 
put  in  the  figure — -that  is,  the  arbitrator — and  it 
is  for  the  Committee  to  decide  whether  at  that 
price  leave  will  be  given.  But  the  London 
County  Council  is,  in  my  eyes,  not  only  justified, 
but  bound  to  have  the  price  fixed  in  the  Bill,  not 
in  money,  but  with  sufficient  directions  as  to  what 
it  is  to  be,  that  is  to  say,  on  what  basis  it  is  to  be 
ascertained. 

Chairman. 

2667.  Are  you  dealing  with  the  Southwark 
and  Vaaxhall  Bill  ?  — I  have  both  of  them  here. 

2668.  Because  in  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Bill  there  is  one  paragraph  with  which  I  think 
you  have  not  dealt.  It  was  discussed  by  a  pre- 
vious witness. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  The  direction  to  take 
into  consideration  the  provision  of  Clause  3  of 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill  you  refer  to. 


sir  { 


Chairman.]  Yes. 


2669.  (To 
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Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2669.  (To  the  Witness.)  What  do  you  say  to 
that?  — Honestly,  I  have  forgotten  entirely  what 
that  is  ;  I  have  not  considered  it. 

2670.  Very  well ;  upon  these  matters,  so  far 
as  I  know,  you  have  said  all  you  desire  to  say  ? 
—Yes. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  That  is  all  I  need  ask 
Mr.  Moulton. 


Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Littler. 

2671.  I  need  not  repeat  my  expression  of 
regret  as  to  this  class  of  evidence,  but  I  am 
bound  to  say  I  feel  more  than  ever  justified  in 
desiring  to  record  a  protest  against  members  of 
the  Bar  being  called. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  It  is  at  the  request  of 
the  Committee. 

Chairman.]  Let  me  say  one  thing,  Mr.  Balfour 
BroAvne.  We  did  not  ask  you  to  call  Mr. 
Fletcher  Moulton,  or  any  counsel ;  we  only  asked 
you  to  call  whatever  witness  you  had  who  would 
throw  lighten  the  difficulty  which,  the  Committee 
felt. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  have  such  a  high 
opinion  of  members  of  the  Bar  that  I  thmk  they 
are  experts  on  these  particular  matters,  though 
my  learned  friend  Mr.  Littler  is  more  modest. 

Witness.]  I  do  not  know  whether  I  may  say 
I  do  not  come  here  imagining  I  am  counsel,  but 
I  was  one  of  the  London  County  Council  at  the 
time,  and  of  course  in  matters  which  have  to  do 
with  Bills  I  was  specially  interested,  and  it  is 
entirely  as  explaining  what  I  understand  to  be 
the  meaning  of  the  request,  and  certainly  it  is 
in  such  a  way  I  am  here.  I  am  in  no  sense 
giving  evidence  as  a  lawyer. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2672.  It  is  very  like  it.  You  are  experienced 
as  a  lawyer? — My  experience  as  a  lawyer  was 
used  when  I  advised  them  to  put  in  clauses  of 
this  kind. 

2673.  Where  in  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  are 
the  words  "fair  and  reasonable  value"? — I  will 
not  trust  my  memory,  but  I  do  not  think  the 
words  "  fair  and  reasonable;  value  "  are  in  the 
liands  Clauses  Act. 

2674.  Therefore,  you  start  at  the  very  outset 
of  your  clause  with  a  different  indication  of  value 
to  that  which  there  is  in  the  ordinary  law? — I 
do  not  quite  understand  you. 

2675.  I  ask  you  why  you  have  varied  the 
language  ;  you  admit  that  it  is  not  the  language 
of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  ;  why  is  it  varied  ? 
—  I  understand  this  to  be  a  request  on  the  part 
of  the  London  County  Council  to  Parliament  to 
let  them  buy  this  undertaking  at  a  price  ascer- 
tained in  a  special  w^ay. 

2676.  Will  you  tell  me  anywhere  in  any  Act 
of  Parliament  where  the  buyer  has  been  allowed 
to  prescribe  the  terms  on  which  he  is  going  to 
buy  from  the  seller? — If  you  mean  private  Acts, 
1  am  not  acquainted  with  private  Acts. 

2677.  Do  you  know  any  public  Act? — I  do 
not  know  that  I  know  of  any  public  Act,  but  it 
does  not  seem  to  me  that  the  justice  or  injustice 
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of  the  request  is  the  least  to  be  tested  by  whether 
it  has  been  made  before. 

2678.  At  all  events,  this  is  wholly  unprece- 
dented as  far  as  you  know? — You  may  take  it 
so,  if  you  like. 

2679.  In  the  next  place,  when  you  are  speak- 
ing about  what  an  arbitrator  would  or  would  not 
take  into  consideration,  it  is  obvious,  as  these 
words  "  fair  and  reasonable  value  "  have  never 
been  used  before,  there  is  no  judicial  decision  to 
guide  him  what  he  would  take  into  consideration  ? 
— Then  there  is  all  the  more  need  that  it  should 
be  clearly  indicated  in  the  Bill  itself  how  this 
price  is  to  be  ascertained. 

2680.  That  is  exactly  the  answer  I  expected  ; 
but  it  seems  to  me  not  to  further  your  cause. 
Let  me  ask  you  this  next  question  :  what  is  the 
last  water  or  gas  purchase  that  you  have  been 
concerned  in  which  has  given  you  this  experience? 
— ^I  do  not  think  I  said  I  have  been  engaged  in 
any  water  or  gas  purchases.  I  daresay  I  can 
tell  you  if  you  will  let  me  think. 

2681.  I  mean  a  purchase  of  gas  or  water? — I 
do  not  know  that  I  can  remember,  but  I  was 
talking  about  my  general  acquaintance  with 
arbitrations,  which  has  been  fairly  large. 

2682.  But  this  is  a  particular  sort  of  arbitra- 
tion. I  will  ask  you  broadly,  can  you  find  in 
any  authority  or  in  any  law  which  is  in  existence 
any  indication  that  an  arbitrator  could  not  take 
into  consideration  every  circumstance  which 
tends  either  to  enhance  or  to  depreciate  the  value 
of  a  property  : — It  is  quite  impossible  to  answer 
a  question  put  in  that  way.  An  arbitrator  takes 
into  consideration  that  which  is  germane  to  the 
issue  before  him.  If  the  issue  before  him  is  to 
ascertain  what  the  sum  total  of  the  market  value 
of  the  shares  is  

2683.  No,  no  ? — Will  you  kindly  excuse  me. 

Mr.  Balfour  Brovme.]  Let  him  answer  the 
question. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2684.  That  is  one  element,  of  course,  in  ascer- 
taining the  value,  but  it  is  not  the  fact  that  if 
either  side  tenders  evidence  which  ought  to  be 
accepted  in  law,  and  the  arbitrator  rejects  it,  it  is 
an  immediate  cause  for  upsetting  the  award  ? — • 
I  think  you  are  a  little  late  in  your  law  there. 

2685.  Indeed  ? — Yes,  because  I  think  you 
will  find  that  acceptance  or  rejection  of  evidence 
by  an  arbitrator  is  no  ground  for  upsetting  an 
award.  It  is  ground  for  taking  objection  to  the 
proceedings  of  an  arbitration,  but  I  think  you 
will  find  it  is  not  what  you  say. 

2686.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  if  an  action  is 
brought  on  the  award,  and  the  person  objecting 
pleads  that  evidence  has  been  improperly  rejected, 
thereupon  that  is  a  good  defence  to  the  action  on 
the  award? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  should  say  no. 

Witness.]  1  think  you  will  find  it  is  not  so; 
but  a  lawyer  does  not  like  to  advise  as  to  a 
statute  unless  the  statute  is  before  him. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2687.  But,  you  see,  the  misfortune  is  you  are 
brought  here  to  give  your  experience  ? — I  think, 
if  you  look,  you  will  find  that  the  improper 
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rejection  of  evidence  is  not  a  ground  for  setting 
aside  an  award. 

2688.  If  the  rejection  of  evidence  lias  been 
such  as  to  absohitely  alter  the  value  vphich  ought 
to  be  in  the  award  

Mr.  Balfour  Bi'owne.']  How  can  you  find  that 
out? 

Witness.']  I  can  only  repeat  what  I  have  said. 
Mr,  Littler. 

2689.  Surely  that  is  misconduct  of  the  arbi- 
trator. I  thought  that  was  a  first  principle  ? — 
1  think  if  you  will  kindly  look  

2690.  I  do  not  need  to  look,  I  assure  you.  I 
am  sorry  to  say  I  have  had  nearly  40  years  at 
arbitrations,  and  I  do  not  propose  to  look? — 
Then  your  experience  has  been  mainly  derived 
from  a  time  before  the  Arbitration  Act.  I  think 
if  you  will  look  at  the  Arbitration  Act  now  you 
will  find  I  am  right. 

Mr.  Pember. 

2691.  Do  you  mean  the  Act  of  1889?— Yes  ;  I 
think  you  \nll  find  I  am  right. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2692.  If  it  is  in  the  Arbitration  Act  you  can 
find  it  for  us.  You  Avill  find  it  presently,  I  dai-e- 
say  ? — I  will.    It  is  only  testing  my  memoiy. 

2693.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  under  the  Arbi- 
tration Act  the  arbitrator  can  at  any  time  take 
the  instruction  and  opinion  of  the  court  as  to 
whether  or  not  he  should  admit  any  particular 
evidence? — He  certainly  can,  I  think,  of  his  own 
proper  motion,  but  I  am  not  quite  sure.  He 
certainly  can  take  it  if  one  of  the  parties  desires 
it. 

2694.  And  in  addition  to  that,  if  he  is  required 
by  either  party  he  must  do  so,  must  he  not  ? — 
That  I  am  not  quite  certain  about ;  but  may  I 
answer  at  once  with  regard  to  this  

2695.  We  will  p^fer  to  the  Act  presently.  I 
only  want  to  see  now  on  what  considerations  you 
base  your  evidence,  because  we  can  deal  with  all 
these  things  in  the  Act  later  on  ? — I  think  I 
shall  be  able  to  save  you  a  little  trouble  if  I  say 
with  regard  to  this  that  I  think  these  directions 
are  as  necessary  for  the  court  as  for  the  arbi- 
trator, in  order  that  the  principle  may  be  defined. 
In  my  opinion  they  are  given  to  the  arbitrator 
as  being  the  court  to  decide.  [  do  not  know 
whether  I  make  myself  intelligible.  I  say  that 
they  define  the  issue  by  showing  Avhat  is  material 
to  it. 

2696.  If  there  is  any  circumstance  which  will 
depreciate  the  value  of  a  property,  ought  not  the 
arbitrator,  if  he  does  his  duty,  to  take  it  into 
consideration  ? — It  entirely  depends  upon  what 
the  meaning  of  the  words  "  fair  and  reasonable 
value  "  may  be. 

2697.  I  have  gone  from  those  words  because  I 
object  to  them  altogether.  In  an  ordinary  arbi- 
tration, with  the  ordinary  words  for  finding  the 
value,  namely,  the  words  of  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act,  where  there  is  nothing  said  about  "fair  and 
reasonable  value  "  

Chairman.]  What  are  the  words  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act? 


Mr.  Littler.]  "  Value  "  only  ;  there  is  nothing 
about  "  fair  and  reasonable." 

Mr.  Pember.]  The  word  in  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act  is  "  compensation.'' 

Mr.  Littler. 

2698.  And  when  you  come  to  the  other  words 
it  says,  "  In  ascertaining  the  value."  These  are 
the  words  :  "  As  to  the  value  of  such  lands  or 
any  interest  therein,  or  as  to  the  compensation  to 
be  paid  in  respect  thereof."  (To  the  Witness.) 
Ought  not  the  arbitrator  to  take  into  considera- 
tion every  circumstance  which  enhances  or 
diminishes  the  value  of  property  taken  to  the 
owner  at  the  time  of  taking  ? — If  he  is  to  deter- 
mine the  value  on  any  principle  he  is  bound  to 
take  evidence  upon  everything  which  on  that 
jjrinciple  would  affect  the  value,  because  he  is 
bound  to  take  all  germane  evidence. 

2699.  Exactly ;  without  any  instruction  what- 
ever he  is  bound  to  do  that,  and  he  is  bound  to 
consider,  on  the  one  hand,  anything  which  the 
claimant  contends  increases  the  value  of  his  pro- 
perty, and  anything  which,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  promoter  contends  decreases  the  value  of  his 
property? — Using  the  word  "value"  in  the 
sense  of  that  which  he  is  to  ascertain  by  his 
award. 

2700.  And  the  value  of  that  which  he  is  to 
ascertain  by  his  award  is  the  property  taken  T — 
That  entirely  depends  upon  what  price  the  pro- 
perty is  to  be  taken  at. 

2701.  That  is  not  my  question;  what  he  is 
to  ascertain  the  value  of  is  the  property  taken,  is 
it  not  ? — It  entirely  depends  upon  what  the 
statute  is  with  regard  to  that.  I  do  not  want  to 
be  at  cross  purposes  with  you,  and  I  am  not 
going  to  fence  you  in  any  v/ay.  Let  me  give  an 
example.  Take  the  case  of  the  Artisans'  Dwel- 
lings .Act. 

2702.  I  am  dealing  with  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act;  do  not  let  us  run  away  from  that.  I  put  it 
to  you  that  in  an  arbitration  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  and  I  am  sure  you  know  it  as  well 
as  I  do,  on  the  one  hand  the  arbitrator  can,  does, 
and  must  take  into  consideration  all  matters  ger 
mane  to  it  (accepting  your  own  woi'ds),  which 
tend  either  to  increase  the  value  of  the  property 
taken  in  the  hands  of  the  owner,  or  to  decrease 
the  value  of  the  property  taken  ? — Yes,  using 
"  value  "  in  the  sens6  in  which  he  is  by  those 
words  in  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  to  ascertain. 

2703.  That  is  the  principle,  is  it  not,  whicli  has 
beeii  applied  to  every  purchase  of  a  gas  or  water 
company  by  a  municipal  corporation  since  the 
year  1845  ? — I  really  cannot  say. 

2704.  Do  you  know  of  any  to  the  contrary  ? — 
I  am  not  a  person  qualified  to  speak  as  to  that. 
I  have  had  practice  in  these  rooms,  but  not  a 
tittle  of  your  own,  so  that  I  decline  even  to  say 
anything  about  it. 

2705.  I  ask  the  question  because,  having 
happened  to  be  engaged  in  a  great  many  of  these 
cases,  I  Avant  to  know  if  you  can  indicate  any  one 
case  in  which  that  has,  been  held,  not  only  to  be 
the  duty  of  the  arbitrator,  but  that  which  the 
arbitrator  has  done  ? — You  see,  to  answer  a 
question  as  to  what  has  been  the  practice  in 
these  rooms  requires  a  continuous  acquaintance 
with  them. 

2706.  I  do 
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Chairman. 

'  2706.  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  pnt  further  than 
this.  As  I  understand  you,  yon  say  you  do  not 
yourself  recollect  such  a  thing  ?— I  really  do  not 
recollect  the  terms  of  purchase. 

2l07.  You  must  not  think  the  Committee  are 
pressing  you  unduly,  Mr.  Moulton.     I  ought 
perhaps  to  tell  you  what  perhaps  you  do  not 
know,  that  is  this :  when  I  suggested  to  Mr. 
Balfour  Browne  that  he  should  call  some  person 
to  resolve  our  difficulties,  if  possible,  what  was 
said  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  was  this  :  "  I  have 
read  the  last  words  which  fell  from  you  last 
night.     What  the  Committee  would  like  "  (of 
course  we  do  not  want  to  interfere  with  the  dis- 
cretion of  counsel)  "would  be  to  hear  more 
evidence  in  support  of  the  view  that  it  is  neces- 
sary to  give  special  instructions  in  order  to  have 
these  matters  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
arbitrator.     That,   of   course,  is  not  really  so 
much  a  question  of  evidence  as  of  argument, 
although  we  have  called  evidence,  but  still  we 
do  desire  to  lay  before  you  evidence,  and  I  hope 
io  be  able  to  call  before  you  to-morrow  ray  friend 
Mr.  Fletcher  Moulton,  who  has  had  large  ex- 
perience in  these  matters,  and  he  will  express  his 
Views."     Therefore  it  is  not  the  Committee  who 
have  subjected  you  to  this  examination,  although 
we  are  very  glad  to  see  you,  and  we  are  much 
bbliged  to  you  for  coming  here  ? — I  do  not  at  all 
object  to  the  question,  sir.    The  only  point  is 
this  :  I  have  had,  I  think  I  may  say,  very  great 
experience  in  arbitrations,  and  in  the  duties  of 
an  arbitrator  in  carrying  out  arbitrations,  but  I 
cannot  speak  as  to  what  particular  Statutes  for  a 
particular  purpose  have  defined  as  his  duty.  If 
his  duty  is  to  find  the  value  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act  I  have  had  experience  as  to  that, 
and  I  can  say  with  more  or  less  accuracy  what 
his  duty  in  finding  the  value  of  lands  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act  is.    But  the  point  I  cannot 
give  you  evidence  upon  is,  to  what  extent,  if  at 
all,   private   Acts   authorising   purchase  have 
deviated  from  the  Lands  Clauses  Act.    That  is 
a  question  of  kuowledge  of  private  Acts  which 
is  not  within  my  domain. 

2708.  As  I  understand  you,  you  say  that,  as 
far  as  your  experience  goes,  you  do  not  recollect 
an  instance ;  that  is  what  you  have  to  say  in 
answer  to  Mr.  Littler's  question  ? — I  do  not  re- 
collect any. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2709.  As  I  understand,  you  do  not  remember 
any  case  in  which  you  have  acted  as  counsel  in  a 
transfer  arbitration  ? —  Of  course  you  except  the 
tramways. 

2710.  I  ana  speaking  of  gas  and  water  only; 
that  is  what  we  are  dealing  with  here.  Tram- 
ways was  under  a  special  Act.  Have  you  sat  as 
arbitrator  to  decide  the  value  of  a  gas  or  water 
undertaking  as  between  the  selling  company  and 
the  purchasing  corporation? — I  do  not  think  so. 
No,  1  am  sure  not. 

2711.  I  was  not  asking  you  about  what  was 
the  practice  in  these  rooms,  but  I  was  asking 
you,  do  you  know  of  any  arbitration  between  a 
corporation  and  a  water  company  which  has  not 
been  conducted  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act, 
1845?— That  is  the  same  question  again  ;  I  do 
not  know  anything  about  them  ;  I  do  not  know 
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the  private  Acts,  and  I  do  not  recollect  for  the 
moment  what  private  Acts  have  said. 

2712.  You  will  agree,  will  you  not,  that  under 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845,  my  definition  was 
perfectly  correct,  namely,  that  it  should  be  the 
duty  of  the  arbitrator  to  take  into  consideration 
all  matters  germane  to  the  property  which  either 
increased  its  value  or  diminished  its  value  to  the 


seller 


-Yes. 


2713.  And  the  decision  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act  is  express,  is  it  not,  that  you  are 
not  to  inquire  into  the  value  of  it  to  the  pur- 
chaser, but  the  value  of  it  to  the  seller  on  the 
day  of  the  notice  to  treat  ? — Yes. 

2714.  Therefore,  if  he  is  under  disability  of 
any  kind  he  gets  less  ;  you  know  Stebbings'  case 
laid  that  down  long  ago? — I  do  not  quite  under- 
stand. 

2715.  Do  you  not  by  the  reference  fo 
Stebbings'  case  ;  do  you  remember  Stebbings' 
case  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  It  was  the  case  of  the 
vicar  and  the  churchyard. 

Witness.']  Yes,  I  remember  the  case ;  that  was 
ascertaining  the  value. 

Mr.  Littler. 

2716.  Ever  since  that  case  has  it  not  been 
recognised  that  the  whole  question  is  the  value 
to  a  seller  ;  if  he  is  under  a  disability,  and  for 
any  reason  the  property  is  worth  less  to  him  than 
to  another  person,  he  is  entitled  only  to  that 
value  ? — Yes,  certainly  1  remember  the  church- 
yard case,  but  I  did  not  remember  it  x'or  the 
moment  under  the  name  Stebbing.  Of  course,  it 
is  a  well-known  case. 

2716a.  Is  there  a  single  one  of  these  eight 
directions  which  tends  to  the  advantage  of  the 
seller  ? — That  depends  entirely  upon  what  the 
facts  are.  If  the  condition  and  state  of  repair  of 
the  reservoirs  is  very  good,  it  redounds  to  the 
advantage  of  the  seller. 

2717.  I  thought  from  what  you  said  to  me  just 
now  you  admitted  that  which  is  common  know- 
ledge to  us  who  engage  in  these  things  ;  is  not 
the  condition  and  state  of  repair  of  the  premises 
sold  the  very  first  thing  an  arbitrator  looks  at 
under  an  ordinary  arbitration  ?  —  It  entirely 
depends.  It  depends  upon  what  view  he  takes 
of  the  meaning  of  "  fair  and  reasonable  value." 

2718.  But  I  protest  against  your  words  "  fair 
and  reasonable  value,"  to  begin  with.  Taking 
an  arbitrator  who  ascertains  the  "  value,"  which 
is  Avhat  I  want,  and  what  I  hope  the  Committee 
will  see  is  the  only  fair  thing,  is  it  not  common 
form  that  the  very  first  thing  you  do  is  to  call  an 
engineer  who  has  been  over  the  works,  and  to 
describe  their  condition  ? — If  he  is  proceeding 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  and  nothing  but 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  I  think  that  an  arbi- 
trator might  take  the  view  that  he  is  to  consider 
what  the  value  to  the  seller  is  as  to  the  amount 
he  can  get  for  his  shares,  and  then  none  of  these 
directions  would  be  required. 

2719.  Then  why  do  you  want  them  ;  because 
of  those  words  "  fair  and  reasonable  "  ? — Because 
that  is  not  the  price  at  which  the  London 
County  Council  asks  to  be  allowed  to  take  the 
undertakings. 

B  B  2  2720.  Then 
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2720.  Then  do  I  understand  that  the  London 
County  Council  are  asking  to  prescribe  a  form 
to  the  arbitrator  because  in  their  view  those  are 
the  only  sort  of  terms  on  which  they  are  prepared 
to  buy? — I  think  they  are  asking  the  Committee 
to  let  them  buy  at  the  value  to  an  instructed  arbi- 
ti'ator  of  the  imdertaking,  which,  as  I  have  said, 
performs  its  duties  thoroughly. 

2721.  What  you  are  seeking  to  do  is  compel 
the  water  companies,  who  do  not  want  to  sell  at 
all,  not  only  to  sell,  but  to  sell  under  special  con- 
ditions which  you  want  to  prescribe? — At  a  price 
which  we  consider  a  fair  one. 

2722.  That  is  to  say,  you  being  the  buyer, 
should  tell  the  seller  what  is  the  fair  price  ? — 
Not  at  all ;  the  Committee  is  to  tell  him  what  is 
the  fair  price. 

2723.  Then  you  know  in  order  to  ascei'tain 
whether  you  are  right,  we  must  have  an  arbitra- 
tion in  this  room  to  discuss  each  of  these  condi- 
tions ? — No,  but  you  must  have  the  meaning  of 
the  words  "  fair  and  reasonable  value "  defined 
in  this  room. 

2724.  In  an  ordinary  arbitration  if  the  seller 
claims  more  than  he  is  legally  entitled  to,  he  is 
immediately  put  right  by  an  objection,  and  going 
to  the  court,  is  he  not  ?■ — No,  we  should  never  get 
on  with  arbitrations  if  he  was- 

2725.  But  it  is  common  knowledge,  surely, 
that  if  a  man,  for  instance,  purports  to  sell  a 
freehold  and  he  has  only  got  a  leasehold,  he 
never  gets  his  money  ?^ — That  is  true. 

2726.  And,  for  example,  if  he  set  up  that  in 
connection  with  his  house  he  had  a  certain  right 
of  way,  and  he  has  not  that  right  of  way,  he 
never  gets  his  money,  that  is  the  ordinary  form, 
is  it  not  ? — Probably,  in  the  cases  you  have  men- 
tioned, yes. 

2727.  Then  you  do  not  want  No.  2  ? — Why 
not.  You  must  not  misunderstand  my  last 
answer  ;  that  is  a  case  of  title,  that  is  not  a  case 
of  claim.  If  you  say  that  what  you  are  selling 
is  a  piece  of  land  bounded  by  certain  boundaries, 
and  you  have  not  got  it,  the  arbitration  does  not 
enable  you  to  recover  the  price  for  that  which 
you  do  not  sell. 

2728.  What  is  a  legal  power  to  take  water  but 
a  claim  of  title  ? — You  are  using  title  there  in  a 
different  sense.  The  Lands  Consolidation  Act 
is  peculiar  in  this  way.  The  arbitrator  has 
nothing  Avhatever  to  do  with  title.  A  claim  is 
made  by  the  person,  who  says  :  "  I  own  that  pro- 
perty," and  he  says,  we  will  say,  "  I  have  a  free- 
hold of  two-thirds  and  a  leasehold  of  the  other," 
the  arbitrator  simply  fixes  the  quantum,  then  the 
company  need  not  pay ;  but  if  an  action  is  brought 
and  he  cannot  prove  that  he  does  possess  that,  of 
course  he  dues  not  get  the  money,  which  lias  been 
found  on  the  basis  that  he  does.  But  supposing 
this  company  before  the  arbitrator  was  to  describe 
its  powers  wrongly,  or  anything  of  that  kind, 
there  would  be  no  such  procedure.  The  award 
of  the  arbitrator  would  be  binding  upon  them. 
They  have  not  got  to  prove  title  to  all  the  ad- 
vantages they  put  forward  in  the  sense  that  a 
man  has  to  prove  title  to  land. 

2729.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  suj)posing  we 
made  a  claim  founded  on  the  right  of  taking 
20,000,000  gallons  of  water  from  anybody's  well 
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or  from  anywhere  you  like,  and  we  had  not  that 
title,  and  could  not  show  that  title,  that  the  award 
could  stand  ? — It  certainly  would  not  be  set  aside 
on  that  ground. 

27.30.  Why  not ;  it  is  a  claim  of  title  ;  I  must 
say  that  -we  differ  so  much  that  it  is  very  desir- 
able everything  should  be  left  open,  because  of 
the  propositions  you  are  laying  down ;  one  is 
bound  to  dispute  them  one  by  one  ;  it  is  a  claim 
of  title  if  anything  could  possibly  be ;  then 
"  the  adequacy  and  eflSciency  of  the  sources  of 
supply." 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  You  have  not  read  the 
whole  of  that.  "  The  legal  powers  of  the  Lam- 
beth Company  to  take  Avater  and  the  probability 
of  such  powers  being  limited."  Is  that  your 
legal  title  ? 

Mr.  Pope.^  Surely  the  power  is  one  of  the 
elements. 

Mr.  Littler. 

273 1.  I  did  not  think  anybody  would  doubt  the 
arbitrator  would  consider  it.  (To  the  Wit7iess.} 
Supposing  you  are  buying  water  which  comes 
from  springs,  if  it  were  proved  that  those  springs 
were  in  the  habit  of  giving  out  every  eight  years 
or  so,  the  arbitrator  would  give  less  than  if  they 
were  perennial,  would  he  not?  — It  would  entirely 
depend  upon  whether  he  thought  he  ought  not  to 
give  the  market  value  of  the  shares,  in  which  case 
he  would  not. 

2732.  I  am  not  dealing  with  the  market  value 
of  the  shares  ;  the  market  value  of  the  shares  is 
an  element,  is  it  not ;  you  would  not  exclude 
the  arbitrator  from  considering  the  market  value 
of  the  shares  ? — I  should  not. 

2733.  Veiy  well  then,  why  do  you  keep  on 
introducing  the  market  value  of  the  shares;  we 
are  agreed  about  that;  now  then,  as  to  the 
"  adequacy  and  efficiency  of  the  present  sources 
of  supply  " ;  is  not  that  the  first  thing  an  arbi- 
trator considers  in  a  water  transfer,  and  of  course 
that  applies  to  the  other  details,  "  the  probable 
necessity  of  the  future  introduction  of  a  new 
source  of  supply,  or  new  or  improved  works." 
Is  not  that  the  most  ordinary  thing  possible ; 
because  if  a  thing  will  last  for  ever,  you  will 
probably  u;ive  a  perpetuity  price,  or  33  years' 
purchase  ;  if  it  is  going  to  give  out  very  shortly, 
you  Avill  give  10  years'  purchase  ? — I  am  perfectly 
satisfied  if  there  were  an  arbitration  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act,  and  you  were  for  the  com- 
-psLiij,  you  would  exclude  evidence  of  that  kind. 

2734.  I  can  assure  you  if  I  succeeded  in  doing 
it  I  should  be  very  much  more  capable  than  I 
have  ever  found  myself  yet ;  of  course  one  would 
argue  that  they  were  permanent,  but  surely  all 
these  questions  are  the  very  things  which  make 
the  difference  between  what  one  knows,  that  in 
some  cases  people  get  33  years'  purchase,  and  in 
other  cases  16  years? — These  things  are  all  quite 
fair  if  you  are  estimating  the  price  on  the  basis 
of  the  instructed  arbitrator  finding  out  the  true 
value  of  the  concern  on  the  hypothesis  I  have 
given. 

2735.  Why  am  I  to  have  less  than  the  true 
value  of  my  concern  ? — I  say  they  are  all  germane 
to  that. 

2736.  And  would  therefore  all  come  in  with- 
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out  these  instructions  ? — Provided  the  clause 
made  it  clear  that  "  fair  and  reasonable  value  " 
was  taken  on  the  hypothesis  that  I  have  put  for- 
ward ;  I  think  it  would. 

2737.  I  pass  on  now,  because  it  is  really  coming 
to  the  same  thing  over  and  over  again ;  but  did 
you  ever  in  your  life  see  in  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
or  anywhere  else,  "  whether  as  now  existing  under 
Statute  or  otherwise,  or  as  may  be  likely  to  exist 
in  the  future "  ? —  No,  I  think  the  terms  of 
purchase  in  past  cases  have  not  been  properly 
defined.  I  quite  agree,  and  this  1  think  is  an 
attempt  to  define  the  price  at  which  a  public 
body  should  be  able  to  obtain  such  an  under- 
taking as  this. 

2738.  Is  it  your  contention  then  that  because 
it  is  a  public  body  the  unfortunate  shareholder 
is  to  take  less  for  his  undertaking  than  it  would 
fetch  in  the  market  ? — I  think  he  will  get  a  fair 
price  for  it  under  this  clause, 

2739.  That  is  another  question  ;  that  is  a 
question  for  the  Committee,  not  for  you  ? — I 
know  it  is. 

2740.  Is  it  your  contention  when  a  public  body 
l)uys,  the  unhappy  shareholder  is  to  get  less  than 
if  he  sold  in  the  open  market  ? — Very  likely  he 
ought  to. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Pemher. 

2741.  I  should  like  to  ask  you  first  one  general 
question  which  I  have  taken  the  trouble  to  formu- 
late, and  see  whether  you  can  answer  yes,  or  no, 
to  it ;  imagine  this  clause  stopping  at  the  words, 
^'  having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,"  I  ask  you  this  question,  would  not  any 
arbitrator  who  knew  and  meant  to  do  his  duty  be 
bound  to  take  into  his  consideration  every  circum- 
stance pr(;perly  adduced  before  him,  as  tending 
either  to  enhance  on  the  one  hand,  or  diminish 
on  the  other,  the  present  or  prospective  value  of 
the  undertaking  ? —  Yes,  defining  the  Avord 
*'  value"  according  to  his  notion  of  what  the  issue 
was. 

2742.  You  know  he  is  the  judge?— That  is 
exactly  what  I  think  he  ought  not  to  be  left 
to  be. 

2743.  Then  what  is  the  use  of  putting  him  in 
the  Bill? — May  I  explain  exactly  what  I  mean. 
He  is  to  be  an  arbitrator  who  is  to  find  the 
quantum  of  something  which  is  to  be  defined  by 
the  Bill.  Leaving  it  in  this  vague  way  leaves 
him  to  decide  what  is  defined  by  the  Bill, 
and  in  my  opinion,  the  Bill  ought  to  make 
it  clear  what  it  is  he  is  to  find  :  he  is  to  find 
the  quantum  of  that,  and  I  think  that  this  clause 
defines  his  issue  ;  the  issue  that  he  is  to  turn  into 
money. 

2744.  We  will  come  back  to  it ;  you  answer 
my  question  in  the  affirmative,  provided  you  are 
allowed  to  define  the  word  "  value  "  according 
to  your  liking? — I  do  not  understand  that 
question. 

2745.  Do  you  not  ? — I  understand  this.  The 
London  County  Council  asks  the  Committee  to 
define  the  words  "  fair  and  reasonable  value  "  in 
the  clause,  and  it  does  it  by  directing  the  arbi- 
trator's attention  to  certain  important  heads 
which  are  material  to  the  "  fair  and  reasonable 
value  "  as  they  intend  it  to  be  understood. 
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2746.  Does  it  not  occur  to  you  that  you  turn  him 
from  an  arbitrator  into  a  mere  valuer  ? — Yes,  I 
think  he  is  a  valuer. 

2747.  And  that  is  all  he  is  ;  but  I  see  you  are 
not  only  not  content  to  leave  him  to  be  the  judge 
of  what  is  fair  and  reasonable,  but  you  are  not 
even  content  that  the  court  should  be  ? — beg 
your  pardon,  I  do  not  understand  that. 

2748.  I  took  your  words  down  with  consider- 
able caution  and  care  all  the  Avay  through ;  you 
said  you  thought  that  these  instructions  were  as 
necessary  for  the  court  as  for  the  arbitrator? — 
Precisely,  because  in  my  opinion  they  define  the 
issue,  and  the  court  has  to  have  the  issue  defined 
for  it  as  much  as  the  arbitrator. 

2749.  In  other  words,  you  will  not  allow  the 
court  any  more  than  the  arbitrator  to  say  what 
is  "  value  — -"fair  and  reasonable  value"? — 
Because  Parliament  ought  to  say  it.  I  do  not 
know  whether  I  have  made  myself  intelligible  ; 
but  what  I  suggest  to  the  Committee  is  this : 
Parliament  ought  to  sav  on  what  principle  fair 
and  reasonable  value  of  the  undertaking  is  to  be 
estimated,  because  they  ought  to  define  in  its 
principle  the  price  that  ought  to  be  paid  by  the 
London  County  Council. 

2750.  Now  let  us  get  the  broad  issue ;  as  the 
court  is  not  to  be  the  judge  of  what  "  fair  and 
reasonable  value "  is,  any  more  than  the  arbi- 
trator; certainly  the  courts  and  arbitrators  having 
been  so  up  to  now,  the  general  law  of  the  land 
on  the  subject  of  compulsory  purchase  is  to  be 
absolutely  altered,  in  its  most  essential  feature, 
for  the  purpose  of  allowing  the  London  County 
Council  to  get  these  imdertakings  much  cheaper 
than  they  otherwise  would  ? — Whether  it  is 
cheaper  or  dearer  than  they  otherwise  would, 
they  ask  to  be  allowed  to  buy  it  at  a  price  so 
defined. 

2751.  [  should  like  to  analyse  one  or  two  of 
your  fears  of  what  the  arbitrator  might  do;  you 
say  you  are  afraid,  in  the  first  place,  the  arbi- 
trator, seeing  the  words  "  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,"  without  explanation,  might  think 
he  was  entitled  to  fix  the  market  value,  repute 
price,  which,  of  course,  I  take  to  mean  a  false 
and  erroneous  idea  of  what  the  price  and  value 
ought  to  be  ? — Yes,  I  do.  I  do  not  think 
that  is  the  price  we  ought  to  be  required  to 
pay  for  it. 

2751*.  You  might  be  surprised  to  hear,  nor  do 
I ;  that  is  to  say,  if  the  British  public  have  made 
an  utter  mistake  in  consequence  of  their  ignor- 
ance as  to  what  the  real  value  of  the  thing  is, 
you  claim  that  their  ignorance  ought  not  to  guide 
the  arbitrator? — Yes. 

2752.  What  should  you  think  of  an  arbitrator 
who,  with  all  ihe  iiieans  of  finding  out  what  the 
true  value  of  the  undertaking  was,  elected  not 
to  take  that,  but  the  repute  value;  should  yon 
think  he  was  a  good  arbitrator  ;  should  you  think 
that  he  was  fit  for  his  place  ? — If  he  thought  that, 
that  was  the  meaning  of  the  clause  he  would  ba 
bound  to  carry  it  out, 

2753.  To  put  it  bluntly,  and  in  as  pure  Saxon 
as  I  can,  would  not  you  think  him  an  arrant 
fool  if  he  did  ? — It  entirely  depends,  in  this  way. 
Supposing  that  he  considers  that  that  is  the  price 
to  be  paid,  and  I  am  quite  certain  counsel  would 
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argue  before  him  that  that  was  the  price  to  be 
paid  

2754.  Not  if  they  had  me ;  but  perhaps  they 
will  nor.  T  should  like  again  to  ask  'you  uhat 
you  would  think  of  an  arbitrator  who  having 
these  words  before  him,  that  he  is  to  determine 
the  "fair  and  reasonable  value  of  the  imdertaking, 
having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  "  interpreted  them  to  mean  what  any  unin- 
structed  and  ignorant  member  of  the  public 
might  think  was  the  value  of  the  shares  ? — He 
might  look  at  it  in  this  way  

2755.  Should  you  think  him  a  wise  man  or  a 
fool,  which  ? — It  is  rather  rough  to  say  I  should 
think  him  a  fool,  or  should  think  him  a  wise 
man. 

2756.  Never  mind  about  being  rough,  I  will 
forgive  you  for  once.  Would  you  not  think  him 
a  fool,  yes,  or  no  ? — No.  Will  you  kindly  allow 
me,  I  will  answer  you  quite  fairly. 

2757.  The  man  is  not  named  yet,  so  you  need 
not  be  delicate  ? — I  will  answer  you  quite  fairly, 
Mr.  Pember.  You  know  perfectly  well  that  in 
these  arbitrations  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act 
perpetually  you  go  to  actual  prices  obtained,  and 
one  of  the  strongest  bits  of  evidence  put  before 
an  arbitrator  is  the  prices  obtained  in  the  market 
for  neighbouring  properties  

2758.  I  should  so  much  like  instead  of  your 
putting  to  me  what  you  suppose  I  know,  to 
answer  my  question.  Should  you  think  that  a 
very  good  or  a  very  bad  arbitrator  who  allowed 
himself  to  be  so  led  away  ? — I  should  think  he 
had  taken  the  wrong  interpretation  of  the  clause, 
but  I  should  think  that  the  clause  left  it  con- 
siderably ambiguous. 

2759.  Now  let  us  go  to  the  next  fear  which 
you  have.  You  say  another  danger  may  arise 
from  the  value  being  enhanced  from  abuse  of 
position,  that  the  company  may  not  have  carried 
out  its  proper  obligations  :  might  not  have  kept 
its  works  in  good  order  and  so  on,  and  might  even 
be  making  illegal  charges,  and  that  is  what  you 
call  very  properly  "abuse  value."  What  should 
you  think  of  an  arbitrator  who  having  had  full 
information  from  evidence  brought  before  him, 
first  of  all,  that  the  company  had  been  charging 
illegally  ;  secondly,  that  they  had  not  fulfilled 
their  obligations,  and  thirdly,  that  they  had  not 
kept  their  works  in  proper  order,  said,  in  spite  of 
all  that  *'  I  shall  give  them  "  what  jou  properly 
call  "  the  abuse  value  "  ? — I  think  an  arbitrator, 
unless  he  had  clearly  indicated  in  the  clause  the 
principle  on  which  he  must  act,  would  probably 
attach  far  too  little  value  to  those  matters,  he 
might  attach  some.  I  do  not  know  whether  he 
Avould  attach  any,  he  might  think  even  it  was  not 
admissible. 

2760.  I  will  ask  you  a  question  upon  that.  I 
think  we  shall  be  able  to  all  agree  that  the  first 
factor  that  would  occupy  the  mind  of  the  arbi- 
trator would  be  the  income  derived,  would  it 
not?— It  would;  that  is,  assuming  that  he  was 
not  going  for  the  market  value  of  shares. 

2761.  Assuming  he  was  not  the  fool  which  I 
think  he  would  be  if  he  did  that,  and  which  I 
can  see  you  think  he  would  be  too;  let  us  assume 
then  that  the  income  derived  would  be  the  first 
factor  which  would  strike  his  mind.    Would  not 
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the  second  consideration  be  whether  that  income- 
was  likely  to  be  permanent  ? — Yes. 

2762.  Would  not  the  permanency  of  that 
income  depend  upon  whether  or  not  the  works 
were  kept  up  in  an  efficient  state  ? — Yes. 

2763.  Would  not  the  permanency  of  that 
income  depend  upon  such  things  as  you  have 
really  mentioned  in  your  clause,  namely,  whether 
their  filter  beds  were  made  adequate,  whether 
their  powers  of  supply  would  remain  what  they 
were,  and  so  on ;  would  not  the  permanence  of 
the  income  depend  upon  that? — It  might  or 
might  not.  What  he  might  say  to  himself  is- 
this,  that  for  a  number  of  years  sufficient  to 
define  the  real  present  value  they  can  probably 
get  on  with  the  present  ones,  and  also  without 
any  large  outlay  upon  them. 

2764.  Does  not  it  strike  you  that  that  would 
be  a  question  of  fact  which  would  either  prove 
that  the  income  was  going  to  be  permanent  or 
which  it  had  failed  so  to  prove  ? — He  might 
consider  it  would  be  permanent  without  their 
doing  what  I  consider  the  clause  defines  they 
should  do,  namely,  do  their  duties  fidly. 

2765.  Do  not  you  think  that  anybody  who  i& 
arguing  for  the  London  County  Council  could 
put  before  the  arbitrator  the  necessity  for  their 
so  keeping  up  their  concern  that  they  were 
obliged  to  fulfil  their  obligations  and  able  to 
fulfil  them  ? — I  think  it  is  probable  that  many 
arbitrators  would  consider  that  evidence  was 
very  far  from  the  issue,  which  I  do  not  think 
It  is. 

2766.  Then  it  depends  a  great  deal  on  what 
sort  of  arbitrator  you  take,  does  it  not  ? — Very 
much  so,  and  the  consequence  is  I  think  you 
ought  to  define  the  issue  very  accurately. 

2767.  But  do  not  you  think  it  is  far  more 
important  to  define  the  arbitrator  ? — No,  I  think 
to  define  the  issue  gives  the  very  best  arbitrator. 
If  he  does  not  know  his  issue  he  cannot  find  a 
satisfactory  award. 

2768.  He  has  to  find  out,  has  he  not,  first  of 
all,  whether  there  is  such  an  income  ;  secondly, 
whether  it  is  likely  to  be  permanent;  thirdly, 
whether  it  is  likely  to  increase,  and  fourthly 
whether  it  is  likely  to  decrease  ? — All  that  being 
done  on  the  basis  of  the  full  perfoi-mance  of  all 
liabilities  and  duties. 

2769.  I  notice  this  :  I  do  not  know  whether 
you  did  it  advisedly  or  not,  you  said  nothing 
whatever  about  the  last  provision  in  the  clause  ? 
—Of  which  Bill? 

2770.  Either  one  or  the  other  ;  the  section  is 
the  same  in  both? — No,  the  last  one  is  different 
in  the  two. 

2771.  Then  take  the  Lambeth  Bill.  I  appear 
for  the  Lambeth,  not  for  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall? — Unless  you  mean  the  proviso? 

2772.  I  do? — It  is  the  same. 

2773.  You  said  nothing  about  that? — No,  I 
was  not  asked  about  it. 

2774.  There  is  no  doubt  whatever  that  all 
those  three  provisions  alter  the  law. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. '\  No,  not  the  last. 
Mr.  Pember?^  To  say  the  least  of  it,  I  am 
entitled  to  have  an  answer  from  the  witness. 
JVitness.']  They  define  the  price. 

2775.  They 
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Mr.  Pemher. 

2775.  They  do  a  little  more  than  that,  do  they 
not ;  do  they  not  alter  the  law  ? — Without  this 
proviso,  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  those 
allowances  would  be  made  for  these  things 
possibly.  I  have  not  considered  it  very  carefully, 
but  they  make  it  clear  that  they  ought  not 
to  be. 

2776.  But  it  is  not  only  a  question  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act,  but  the  first  one  alters  the 
special  case  of  the  companies  :  "  Provided  also 
that  no  allowance  shall  be  made  by  the  arbi- 
trators in  respect  of  any  claim  to  make  up  to 
the  prescribed  rate  any  dividened  which  shall 
have  been  payable  more  than  six  years  previously 
to  the  passing  of  this  Act  "? — It  does  not  alter 
the  law  of  the  Kingdom,  but  it  says  the  price 
shall  be  taken  independently  of  that. 

2777.  Do  not  you  think  that  that  is  a  very 
ingenious  way  of  admitting  that  it  does  alter  the 
law  ? — No,  I  beg  pardon. 

2778.  It  is  no  use  you  and  I  fighting  over  a 
thing  which  is  palpable.  Supposing  as  a  matter 
of  fact  my  company  has  been  in  existence  for 
50  years,  supposing  for  40  of  those  years  I 
did  not  get  my  full  statutory  dividend  ? — Yes. 

2779.  Do  you  know  enough  of  the  law  of  these 
companies  to  know  that  I  may  go  on  when  I 
have  once  reached  the  statutory  dividend  recoup- 
ing myself  for  the  whole  of  those  40  years  ? — 
According  to  your  fundamental  laws  ;  yes. 

2780.  Let  us  leave  out  the  adjective  "  funda- 
mental "  :  it  is  the  law  of  my  being  that  I  may 
do  that.  Does  it  not  occur  to  you  that  if,  there- 
fore, by  my  law  I  am  entitled  to  have  40  years 
of  back  dividends  if  I  can  get  them  ;  if  you  say 
the  arbitrator  shall  consider  I  am  only  entitled 
to  six,  you,  in  effect,  rob  me  of  the  possibility  of 
getting  34  of  them  ? — No ;  the  London  Covmty 
Council  think — - — 

2781.  I  do  not  want  to  know  what  the  London 
County  Council  think  ?- — You  must  allow  me. 
I  can  answer  your  question  in  no  other  way.  The 
London  County  Council  think  that  the  price 
arrived  at  in  this  way  is  a  fair  price.  It  is  in 
the  nature  of  an  application  to  Parliament  for 

'  purchasing  it  at  this  price ;  that  is  one  of  the 
elements. 

2782.  I  know  ;  but  you  do  not  say  what  this 
price  is  any  more  than  they  say  what  their  profit 
is? — We  say  the  arbitrator  is  to  find  out  what 
the  quantum  is  ;  the  price  being  defined  by  tlie 
clause. 

2783.  But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  in  order  to  get 
at  this  price,  which  is  an  unknown  price,  you 
would  knock  us  off  the  chance  of  earninsr  a  gi-eat 
number  of  years  back  dividends  ? — That  is  one  of 
the  elements  on  which  the  price  is  to  be  taken. 
I  believe  there  are  cases  in  which  the  right  to 
back  dividends  has  been  limited  by  subsequent 
Acts,  but  certainly  in  this  case  we  say  that  no 
allowance  is  to  be  made  for  that. 

2784.  You  will  excuse  me  for  saying  that  alters 
our  law  ? — Certainly. 

2785.  We  have  taken  a  long  time  to  get  to 
that  word  "  certainly."  Now,  let  me  take  the 
second,  that  he  is  not  to  make  any  allowance  "  in 
respect  of  any  assumed  future  increase  of  the 
rateable  value  of  buildings  and  hereditaments  ; 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  are  not  we  entitled,  as  at 

384. 
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present,  to  any  increase  in  a  rate  which  may  be 
brought  about  by  any  increase  in  the  rateable 
value  'i — Yes  ;  we  think  that  the  price  arrived 
at  in  rot  allowing  you  for  that  will  be  a  fair  price. 

2786.  I  know  ;  but  still  you  do  take  some- 
thing from  us  ? — In  that  way,  certainly.  We 
take  the  whole  thing  away  from  you,  and  in 
estimating  the  price  you  are  not  to  have  any 
allowances  for  this ;  that  is  what  we  ask. 

2787.  Does  not  that,  in  effect,  take  from  us 
one  of  the  great  factors  in  calcidating  the  pro- 
spective value  of  the  undertaking? — Certainly, 
in  one  sense  it  does,  but  that  has  got  to  be  con- 
sidered as  part  of  the  whole  principle  on  which 
the  price  is  to  be  estimated. 

2788.  You  quite  admit  that  those  words  that 
the  arbitrator  is  not  to  take  into  consideration 
any  assumed  future  increase  of  the  rateable 
value  of  buildings  and  hereditaments  within  the 
district,  takes  away  a  very  considerable  factor  in 
estimating  the  prospective  value  of  the  under- 
taking. Does  this,  on  the  other  hand,  occur  to 
you,  that  as  soon  as  you  become  the  owners  of 
the  undertaking  you  will  get  the  benefit  of  any 
increase  in  the  rateable  value  of  buildings  and 
hereditaments  ? — It  depends  upon  what  you  mean 
by  "  you." 

27b9.  I  mean  the  London  County  Council? — 
Then  that  will  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  very 
people  who  pay  them. 

2790.  Then,  in  other  words,  they  get  the 
benefit  of  them  ;  it  is  something  taken  from  me  ; 
it  is  something  bought  from  me  without  paying 
for  it.  It  may  be  an  immunity  from  rates,  but 
still  it  is  bought  from  me  without  paying  for  it ; 
does  it  not  come  to  that? — I  misunderstood  your 
question,  if  that  is  what  you  refer  to.  I  thought 
you  said,  Do  not  we  get  the  benefit  of  it  ? 

2791.  Certainly;  I  do  not  care  whether  you 
mean  the  London  County  Council  or  the  rate- 
payers of  London ;  you  get  an  immunity  from 
the  water  rates  which  vi^e  might  have  charged 
you  without  paying  us,  do  not  you  ? — Yes, 
according  to  the  present  law.  I  will  tell  you  if 
you  wish  why  we  consider  this  proviso  is  fair. 
We  do  not  believe  that  it  would  fairly  represent 
the  value  of  ihe  undertaking  if  you  were  allowed 
to  calculate  now  on  the  prospective  increase  of 
the  rateable  value  of  buildings.  The  probability 
is  that  your  services  and  duties  will  be  distinctly 
more  onerous  as  that  rateable  value  of  the  build- 
ings increased. 

2792.  Then  the  arbitrator  will  consider  that, 
and  will  attach  little  value  to  the  proposition 
Avhich  we  lay  before  him  ? — Be  it  so.  W^e  say 
he  is  not  to  consider  that,  and  we  do  not  think 
that  really  it  is  unfair  that  he  should  not,  because 
you  must  not  imagine  that  the  benefit  of  this 
increased  rateable  value  will  be  unaccomj^anied 
by  increased  duties. 

2793.  One  last  question,  and  only  one.  Sup- 
posing that  you  do  become  the  purchasers,  and 
keep  all  the  districts  of  the  companies,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  you  would  get  the  benefit  for  the  persons 
within  the  administrative  County  of  London, 
who  are  the  ratepayers  of  London,  of  any  en- 
hancement in  the  rateable  value  of  the  out- 
districts  ? — I  believe  so  far  as  this  Bill  is  con- 
cerned we  should. 

B  B  4  2794.  I  will 
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Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Bidder. 

2794.  I  Avill  not  repeat  what  my  learned 
friends  have  asked  you.  In  answer  to  my  learned 
friend  Mr.  Littler  and  my  learned  friend  iVJr. 
Pember,  you  have  been  referring  to  their  am- 
biguities or  difficulties,  or  whatever  you  please 
to  call  them,  in  construing  hereafter  the  words 
"  fair  and  reasonable  value  "  ? — Yes. 

2795.  Suppose,  instead  of  drafting  a  particidar 
clause  with  those  words  in  it  you  had  simply  done 
what  Parliament  does  in  all  other  cases  of  the 
same  kind,  and  said  if  the  terms  are  not  agreed 
they  should  be  arrived  at  by  arbitration  under 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  there  would  have  been 
no  ambiguities  or  difficulties  whatever,  would 
there  ?  — On  the  contrary,  I  think  the  ambiguities 
would  then  exist. 

2796.  You  may  be  aware  that  the  general 
practice  of  Parliament  in  all  these  cases  of  com- 
pulsory purchase  of  gas  and  Avater  undertakings 
has  been  simply  to  say  that  the  undertaking  shall 
be  bought,  and  if  the  parties  cannot  agree  to  the 
terms,  it  shall  be  settled  by  arbitration  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act .'' — Yes,  I  take  that  from  you. 

2797.  Look  at  page  53  of  the  Proceedings  of 
the  21st  of  May.  I  take  the  case  I  there  put 
forward  as  an  ordinary  purchase  clause  ;  it  is 
Question  855  ;  never  mind  where  it  is  or  what 
place  it  is  ;  will  you  take  it  from  me  that  there 
are  plenty  of  other  clauses  in  a  similar  form. 
Taking  that  clause  on  its  own  merits,  what  ob- 
jection or  criticism  have  you  to  that  clause  as 
applicable  to  the  case  of  London  ?  I  will  read 
it :  "  The  company  shall  sell,  and  the  Council 
purchase,  the  undertaking  of  the  company  for 
such  price  or  consideration  and  on  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon  between 
the  company  and  the  Covmcil,  or  as,  failing  such 
agreement,  shall  be  determined  by  arbitration 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act  with  reference  to  the  purchase  and 
taking  of  lands  otherwise  than  by  agreement,  and 
in  the  construction  of  the  said  provisions  the 
expression  '  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking ' 
shall  mean  the  Council,  and  the  expression  '  land ' 
shall  mean  the  undertaking  of  the  company,  pro- 
vided that  for  the  purpose  of  any  such  arbitra- 
tion the  sale  and  purchase  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
a  sale  and  purchase  by  compulsion  and  not  by 
agreement"? — The  last  line  I  expect  refers  to 
the  surcharge  on  account  of  purchase  by  com- 
pulsion, what  we  call  the  10  per  cent. 

2798.  It  leaves  it  open  to  the  arbitrator  to 
treat  it  as  a  compulsory  purchase,  and  aAvard  in 
respect  of  it.  My  question  to  you,  having  that 
clause  before  you,  is  :  What  have  you  to  say 
there  is  unfair  or  objectionable  in  it  as  applied 
to  the  case  of  the  purchase  of  these  water  com- 
panies ? — I  think  it  is  very  probable  that  the 
price  assessed  in  that  way  would  not  be  what  we 
consider  to  be  a  fair  price,  and  what  we  have 
asked  the  Committee  to  say  is  a  fair  price. 

2799.  There  I  am  thoroughly  in  agreement 
with  you ;  but,  putting  aside  personal  feeling,  it 
very  often  happens  the  buyer  pays  more  than  he 
thinks  he  ought,  and  the  seller  thinks  he  gets 
less  than  he  ought ;  but  putting  aside  that,  have 
you  anything  to  say  or  suggest  against  that 
clause  as  being  objectionable  or  not  working 
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fairly?— Yes.  I  do  not  think  that  the  price 
ascertained  in  that  way  is  a  fair  price  for  the 
undertaking,  and  as  a  rule  it  is  known  that  they 
get  very  large  awards,  and  what  I  confess  I 
believe  are  prices  which  the  municipality  ought 
not  to  have  to  pay. 

2800.  You  are  aware  that  almost  without  excep- 
tion in  every  case  of  compulsory  purchase  of 
water  and  gas  undertakings  by  corporations  the 
purchase  has  gone  on  under  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act  as  provided  in  that  clause  ? — If  you  say  so  I 
will  take  it  from  you  ;  it  is  a  matter  which  I 
cannot  speak  of. 

2801.  I  will  put  to  you  a  question  which  an 
honourable  Member  put  to  you  some  little  time 
ago,  but  which  you  did  not  directly  and  com- 
pletely answer.  Putting  aside  the  question  of 
this  special  clause  and  simply  enacting  as  in  that 
clause  I  have  just  read  to  you  that  the  terms  are 
to  be  settled  by  arbitration  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act  if  the  parties  do  not  agree,  would 
you  as  a  lawyer  assert  that  there  are  any  con- 
siderations which  are  legitimately  proper  to  give 
effect  to  in  determining  the  value,  which  an  arbi- 
trator could  not  consider  or  would  not  be 
entitled  to  consider  ? — He  would  be  entitled  to 
consider  everything  that  went  to  his  view  of 
what  was  meant  by  "  fair  and  reasonable  value." 

2802.  I  beg  pardon,  there  is  no  question  of 
fair  and  reasonable  value ;  you  are  always  running 
off  on  that  side  line.  Allow  me  to  point  out,  so 
that  there  may  be  no  mistake ;  I  noticed  some 
ambiguity  when  the  honourable  Member  asked 
you  the  question ;  if  you  say  the  purchase  is  to 
be  simply  according  to  the  Lands  Clauses  Act, 
there  are  no  words  in  that  Act  about  "  fair  and 
reasonable  value " ;  it  simply  says  you  are  to 
purchase,  and  if  you  do  not  agree  it  goes  to  the 
arbitrator.  I  agree  in  this  clause  you  have 
introduced  some  unusual  words,  "  fair  and  reason- 
able value,''  and  those  words  would  have  to  be 
construed  either  by  the  arbitrator  or  the  courts. 
I  do  not  want  to  go  into  that,  because  Mr. 
Pember  went  into  it.  I  want  to  put  the  question 
to  you  again  which  an  honourable  Member  put 
to  you  some  time  ago.  Putting  aside  all  these 
special  clauses  and  simply  referring  the  matter 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  will  you  venture 
to  say  that  as  to  any  matters  which  legitimately 
ought  to  be  considered  in  assessing  the  value  the 
arbitrator  would  not  be  entitled  to  go  into  them  ? 
— I  repeat  my  answer,  leaving  out  the  objection- 
able words.  I  say  this,  if  he  considered  that  the 
value  was  the  value  in  the  market  he  probably 
would  exclude  most  of  the  things  that  we  con- 
sider he  ought  to  take  into  consideration,  and  it 
would  be  quite  open  to  him  to  consider  that  by 
the  compensation  which  he  was  to  give  under  the 
the  Land  Clauses  Act  he  was  to  give  that  which 
cotdd  be  got  by  the  sale  of  shares  or  debentures 
in  the  market. 

2803.  I  will  ask  you  upon  that  answer,  have 
you  any  experience  of  your  own  to  j-eler  to  or 
any  decision  or  authority  which  justifies  the  sug- 
gestion that  an  arbitrator  under  the  Land 
Clauses  Act  would  be  entitled  simply  to  look  at 
the  value  of  the  shares  in  the  market  and  to 
exclude  all  considerations  properly  jjertinent  to 
and  affecting  the  real  value  of  the  undertaking  l 

—To 
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Mr.  continued. 
— To  the  best  of  my  knowledge  there  is  no  case 
either  one  way  or  the  other. 

2804.  I  beg  pardon,  there  are  thousands  of 
cases  the  other  way  

Mr.  Balfour  Broivne.']  You  must  not  say  that. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  Must  not  I,  after  all  the  cases  I 
have  been  in  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  object  to  your 
stating  it. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2805.  (To  the  Witness.)  You  said  very 
properly  your  experience  had  been  principally  in 
other  directions,  but  you  have  been  in  compensa- 
tion cases,  as  I  know  very  well? — Yes,  we  have 
met  very  often. 

2806.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  a  case,  or  did  you 
ever  know  of  a  case,  in  which  it  was  claimed  or 
sustained  by  an  arbitrator  that  in  assessing  the 
value  of  an  undertaking  which  was  held  in 
shares  he  was  to  look  at  the  market  value  of 
the  shares  and  exclude  all  other  considera- 
tions ? — One  must  go  by  analogy  with  regard 
to  that. 

2807.  No,  one  must  not  go  by  analogy.  I  ask 
you  a  plain  question  of  fact.  I  challenge  you, 
because  I  say,  as  a  lawyer,  that  the  opinion 
you  are  putting  before  the  Committee  is  totally 
unfounded,  and,  therefore,  it  is  right  I  should 
ask  you,  do  you  know  of  any  case,  either  in  your 
own  experience  or  in  any  reports  or  text  books, 
or  in  any  decisions  of  the  judges,  that  supports 
the  contention  that  an  arbitrator  might  so  deal 
with  such  a  case? — I  feel  satisfied  that  there  is 
no  case  reported  either  one  way  or  the  other,  but 
from  what  I  know  in  Lands  Clauses  compensa- 
tion cases,  in  which  I  think  I  may  fairly  say  I 
have  had  a  large  experience,  value  in  the  market 
is  perpetually  put  forward,  and  contended  for  by 
the  counsel  for  the  claimant  as  being  the  deciding 
rule,  and  in  this  case  it  would  be  quite  open  for 
counsel  to  contend  that  what  was  meant  was  the 
sum  total  of  the  purchase  money  of  the  shares, 
and  the  very  fnct  that  there  is  so  much  contention 
here  against  putting  these  words  in  makes  me 
more  convinced  of  the  danger  which  led  us  to  put 
them  in. 

2808.  Let  us  clear  that  up,  because  I  too 
have  been  in  compensation  cases.  When  you 
say  the  question  of  value  in  the  market  is  put 
forward  you  are  talking  of  the  ordinary  case  of 
purchase  of  land  ? — Quite  so. 

2809.  In  which  it  is  usual  to  give  evidence  to 
the  arbitrator  of  what  land  in  the  neighbour- 
hood is  fetching  as  evidence  of  the  value  of  that 
particular  land  ?— Yes. 

2810.  That  is  a  totally  different  thing,  to 
begin  with,  from  taking  the  market  value  of 
shares  as  being  conclusive  evidence  of  their 
value,  is  it  not  ? — I  quite  agree  ;  but  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act  was  primarily  made  for  such 
purpose. 

2811.  As  we  are  going  to  use  that  as  an 
analogy,  a  claimant,  having  given  evidence  of 
the  price  of  adjacent  plots  of  land  as  helping 
him,  as  a  matter  of  fact  probably  you  will 
recollect  it  is  the  invariable  rule  in  such  cases,  not 
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only  that  he  cannot  give  that  evidence,  but  it  is 
not  conclusive. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  It  is  not  an  invariable 
rule. 

Mr.  Bidder. 

2812.  (To  the  Witness.)  Do  you  know  that 
the  usual  rule  is  that  the  claimant  must  not  give 
evidence  of  the  price  of  particular  plots  of  land 
as  supporting  his  view  ? — I  will  describe  to  the 
Committee  if  you  like  the  formalities  that  are 
gone  through  to  get  it  in.  The  witness  say?,  "  I 
have  sold  plots  in  the  immediate  neighbourhood, 
and  from  the  prices  realised  on  those  plots  I  can 
say  that  so-and-so  is  a  lair  price."  Then  either 
the  cross-examining  counsel  must  go  into  it,  or 
there  it  stands.  The  rule  is  not  that  you  may 
not  give  evidence  as  to  the  prices  which  have 
been  obtained  for  plots  in  the  neighbourhood, 
but  you  must  not  refer  to  specific  cases,  you  may 
give  general  evidence  based  on  those  things. 
The  consequence  is  it  generally  comes  out  in 
cross-examination  instead  of  examination-in-chief, 
but  it  is  very  important  evidence. 

2813.  I  am  not  going  to  quarrel  with  that 
statement  of  the  practice,  but  that  shows  that  the 
conclusion  that  you  want  to  draw  from  that,  that 
an  arbitrator  would  be  bound  to  be  precluded 
by  what  was  the  market  price  of  the  shares  is 
a  very  distant  one,  and  hardly  justifiable.  But 
let  me  ask  you  upon  it  another  question  which  is 
more  important.  Do  you  suggest  to  the  Com- 
mittee, because  that  is  the  analogy,  that  when- 
the  claimant  has  put  before  the  arbitrator 
evidence  of  the  kind  you  have  been  describing 
based  on  the  value  of  land  in  the  neighbour- 
hood that  the  othei'  side  are  not  allowed  to  go 
into  considerations  that  depreciate  the  parti- 
cular plot  of  land  which  is  being  bought? — Cer- 
tainly. 

2814.  You  agree  that  they  are  allowed? — Yes,., 
but  in  order  to  draw  distinctions  between  the 
cases  which  have  been  referred  to  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood and  a  particular  case,  with  regai'd  to 
sale  of  shares,  it  would  be  the  sale  of  the  identical 
thing. 

2815.  Do  you  know  in  cases  in  which  the  other 
side  have  not  been  allowed  to  go  into  relevant 
considerations  which  tended  to  show  that  the 
particular  property  being  bought  is  of  lessened 
value  ? — Certainly  not  ;  they  are  of  course 
allowed  to  do  that. 

2816.  We  are  agreed  that  under  an  ordinary- 
arbitration,  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  the 
purchasing  side  would  be  entitled  to  go  into  any 
question  which  affected  or  diminished  the  value 
of  the  property  ? — Yes. 

2817.  Yet  you  told  my  learned  friend,  Mr. 
Pember,  or  rather  suggested,  that  an  arbitrator 
may  be  a  fool  to  do  so  ? — I  do  not  think  I  did. 

2818.  But  if  he  were  a  fool  and  acted  foolishly, 
and  if  by  any  chance  an  arbitrator  declined  to 
give  weight  to  any  consideration  that  he  ought  to 
give  weight  to  in  assessing  the  value  of  an 
undertaking  ;  if  for  instance,  he  showed  any  in- 
clination to  say  I  am  going  to  be  guided  by 
market  value,  and  I  am  not  going  into  the  future 
liabilities  of  the  company,  or  the  state  of  their 
property,  and  so  on,  you  would  have  your  remedy, 
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woold  you  not,  at  once? — It  is  very  difficult 
indeed. 

'  2819.  Not  a  bit? — Excuse  me,  it  is  very  diffi- 
cult, and  that  1  speak  of  from  my  own  experi- 
ence. But  the  most  serious  point  I  do  not  think 
you  have  touched  upon,  and  that  is  this :  There 
would  be  the  same  ambiguity  as  to  price  to  be 
paid,  before  the  court,  as  there  was  before  the 
arbitrator.  I  say  that  in  this  matter,  which  is  not 
an  ordinary  purchase  of  land — a  thing  perpetually 
dealt  with  under  the  Land  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act — that  that  which  he  is  to  value  ought  to 
be  defined  as  well  for  ihe  court  as  for  the 
arbitrator, 

2820.  I  do  not  want  to  go  into  that ;  Mr. 
Pember  has  done  that.  You  are  coming  back  to 
your  old  point ;  you  will  not  discuss  it  as  I  am 
discussing  it,  as  an  ordinary  purchase  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act,  but  you  will  bring  in  your 
fancy  clause,  which  you  have  introduced  and  in- 
vented for  the  first  time.  I  am  discussing-  it, 
assuming  that  this  Committee,  instead  of  adopt- 
ing your  fancy  clause,  were  to  make  this 
(following  the  precedents  that  are  so  innumerable 
in  similar  cases)  an  ordinary  purchase  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  and  I  put 
to  you  this  question :  Supposing  by  any  chance 
the  arbitrator  or  umpire  was  stupid  or  obstinate, 
and  refused  to  hear  evidence,  or  go  into  con- 
siderations which  you  considered  were  proper  and 
legitimate  considerations,  or  indicated  an  inten- 
tion to  be  guided  by  market  value,  would  not 
you  have  your  remedy  under  the  Arbitration 
Act?— If  he  rejected  evidence  improperly  you 
could  go  to  the  court.  If  the  court  took  the 
view  that  it  was  intended  that  it  should  be 
market  value,  then  he  would  be  right  to  reject 
evidence  which  went  to  other  issues,  and  I  say 
therefore  it  ought  to  be  made  perfectly  clear 
what  the  issue  before  the  arbitrator  is. 

2821.  That  is  what  you  told  Mr.  Pember;  that 
you  cannot  trust  any  court  of  law  to  say  what  is 
a  proper  element  of  value  unless  you  instruct 
Ahem  ? — With  all  due  respect,  if  you  leave  a 
i.hing  ambiguous  and  doubtful  in  an  Act,  a  court 
or  an  arbitrator,  or  any  person  deciding  it,  may 
take  one  view  or  may  take  another,  and  I  under- 
stand the  object  of  this  clause  is  to  make  it  clear 
what  the  principle  of  the  price  is. 

2822.  In  point  of  fact  you  want  to  make  it  im- 
'oossible  for  any  court,  even  the  House  of  Lords, 

t  it  went  there,  co  take  a  view  of  what  is  the 
value  of  the  concern  other  than  the  view  the 
County  Council  has  taken  of  it  ? — No,  other 
than  what  the  Committee  says  is  the  fair  price. 

2823.  What  the  London  County  Council 
suggest  to  the  Committee  as  the  proper  limitation 
of  value.  I  want  to  get  this  before  the  Com- 
mittee ;  the  Arbitration  Act  of  1889,  which  you 
are  familiar  with,  is  applicable  to  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  is  it  not  ? — Yes. 

2824.  And  you  know  that  under  the  7th  Clause 
of  that  Act  it  is  competent  for  an  arbitrator  or 
an  umpire  to  state  his  award  as  to  the  whole  or 
part  thereof  in  the  form  of  a  special  case  for  the 
•opinion  of  the  court  ? — Yes. 

2825.  And  so  bring  any  legal  question  of 
principle  before  the  Court  ? — Quite  so. 
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2826.  But  that  is  not  all.  If  he  is  obstinate, 
or  stupid,  or  refuses  to  do  anything  of  the  kind, 
it  is  in  the  power  of  either  party  to  get  an  order 
from  a  judge,  and  compel  him  to  refer  the  matter 
to  the  court,  is  it  not;  let  me  read  to  you 
Clause  19? — I  am  not  quite  certain  whether  that 
refers  to  interlocutory  proceedings  or  final  pro- 
ceedings. 

2827.  It  would  be  interlocutory  ;  it  is  before 
he  has  made  his  award.  Let  me  read  the  clause 
and  you  will  have  it  thoroughly  in  your  mind  : 
"  Any  referee,  arbitrator,  or  umpire,  may  at  any 
stage  of  the  proceedings  under  a  reference,  and 
shall,  if  so  directed  by  the  court  or  a  judge,  state, 
in  the  form  of  a  special  case  for  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  any  question  of  law  arising  in  the 
course  of  the  reference,"  Under  that  provision, 
supposing  you  contended  before  the  arbitrator 
that  he  ought  to  take  into  consideration  some 
question,  be  it  the  repair  of  the  reservoirs  or  the 
future  prospects  of  the  company,  or  ithe  legality 
of  their  charges,  or  whether  they  have  been 
charging  the  public  more  than  they  ought,  or 
competition,  or  any  other  question  ;  and  it  was 
contended,  on  the  other  side,  that  the  arbitrator 
ought  not  to  take  it  into  consideration,  you 
would  have  the  power  to  ask  the  arbitrator  to 
refer  the  matter  to  the  court,  and  if  he  declined 
to  do  so,  you  could  go  to  a  judge  in  chambers 
and  get  an  order  that  he  should  ? — If  the  judge, 
gave  it  to  you,  yes. 

2828.  Therefore  at  any  time  you  would  have 
it  in  your  power  if"  the  arbitrator  showed  signs  of 
going  wrong  to  go  to  the  court  and  get  a  deci- 


sion ; 


-Yes. 


2829.  And,  further,  as  you  have  said  yourself, 
after  he  has  made  the  award  if  he  has  improperly 
rejected  evidence  ? — No. 

2830.  You  said  so  yourself? — No,  I  did  not. 
That  clause  to  which  you  refer  is  very  unsatis- 
factory, for  this  reason  :  you  cannot  deal  with 
very  important  questions  in  that  way,  because  it 
has  been  held  that  that  is  merely  consultative, 
and  there  is  no  right  of  appeal, 

2831.  I  think  you  are  right  there,  but  he  is 
entitled  to  state  his  award  itself  in  the  form  of  a 
special  case  ? — Yes, 

2832.  Then  there  is  a  right  of  appeal  ? — Yes, 
then  that  is  effective. 

2833.  And  the  utmost  thing  which  is  neces- 
sary to  protect  you  in  that  respect,  having 
reference  to  the  magnitude  of  the  case,  would  be 
a  provision,  not  only  that  he  might  state  his 
award  in  the  form  of  a  special  case,  but  that  if 
asked  by  either  party  he  should  state  it  in  the 
form  of  a  special  case? — I  beg  your  pardon,  none 
of  these  things  get  rid  of  an  ambiguity  Avhich 
exists  in  the  Bill. 

2834.  Now  you  are  coming  to  your  old 
favourite  topic  oC  the  "fair  and  reasonable 
value  "  ? — No ;  T  say  we  ask  that  the  principle 
upon  which  the  price  is  to  be  assessed  should  be 
made  clear  in  the  Bill.  If  you  leave  it  ambi- 
guous in  the  Bill,  you  do  not  make  it  less 
ambiguous  by  getting  a  decision  of  the  court,  or 
arbitrator,  or  anybody. 

2835.  In 
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2835.  In  the  first  place,  to  deal  with  the  last 
matter  cross-examined  about,  that  clause  from 
the  Arbitration  Act  Mr.  Bidder  read  which 
gives  power  to  the  arbitrator  to  consult  the 
courts,  has  been  in  certain  cases,  such  as  the 
Kirkleatham  case,  for  instance,  held  to  limit  the 
application  to  the  Court  of  First  Instance?—- 
Yes. 

Chairman.]  What  would  be   the    Court  of 
First  Instance  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2836.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  consisting 
of  two  judges  sittino  as  a  divisional  court.  You 
could  not  get  beyond  that.  (To  the  Witness). 
As  an  illustration,  do  you  know  the  tramway 
case  ? — Yes,  well. 

2837.  Is  it  a  fact  that  that  difficulty  prevented 
your  consulting  the  Court  of  First  Instance,  and 
you  induced  the  arbitrator  to  put  it  in  a  final 
form  ? — Yes,  in  an  important  matter  you  could 
not  trust  to  that  at  all. 

2838.  The  Divisional  Court  in  the  Tramway 
case  was  set  right  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  and  in 
the  House  of  Lords  ?— Yes  ;  their  decision  was 
over-ruled  in  both  places. 

2839.  And  you  would  have  lost,  and  would 
have  had  to  pay  an  enormous  amount  to  the 
tramway  companies,  which  the  Court  of  Appeal 
and  House  of  Lords  held  that  you  ought  not  to 
pay,  if  you  had  gone  under  the  section  my 
learned  friend  has  referred  to  ? — Yes,  and  there 
the  point  was,  and  the  issue  was,  what  had  to  be 
valued,  and  whether  it  was  intended  that  it 
should  be  valued  structurally,  or  whether  it 
should  be  valued  as  a  business.  The  Court  of 
First  Instance  took  the  view  that  the  Act  meant 
it  should  be  as  a  business,  the  Court  of  Appeal 
and  the  House  of  Lords  took  it  that  it  was 
intended  to  be  valued  structurally. 

Chairman.]  I  think  we  understand  that. 

Mr.  Balfour  Brotcne.]  Supposing  the  other 
alternative  Avere  taken,  and  the  arbitrator  were 
to  make  a  final  award,  could  such  an  award  in  a 
case  of  this  sort  be  properly  made.  Would 
there  not  be,  or  might  nut  there  be,  filty  diff"erent 
alternatives  ? 

Witness.]  If  it  was  a  question  of  real  ambiguity 
of  the  Act,  I  do  not  think  it  could  be  set  aside 
on  appeal,  even  if  it  was  stated  in  the  special 
case. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2840.  If  there  is  a  real  ambiguity,  of  course, 
after  all,  the  courts  can  only  cut  the  knot,  they 
cannot  solve  it? — No. 

2841.  What  you  desire  to  do  is  that  Parlia- 
ment should  declare  what  the  fair  and  reasonable 
value  is  ? — What  the  principle  is,  yes, 

2842.  If  we  cannot  make  out  that  this  clause 
is  the  proper  way  of  arriving  at  the  fair  and 
reasonable  value,  then,  of  course,  we  fail  ? — 
Quite  so, 

2843.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  proper  basis 
of  finding  out  the  fair  and  reasonable  value,  then 
we  ought  to  succeed  ? — Yes,  and  it  is  much  better 
in  any  case  that  it  should  be  defined  in  a  clause 
and  not  left  to  the  accident  of  the  view  of  an  arbi- 
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trator,  or  the  view  of  a  Court,  or  words  which  do 
not  define  it. 

2844.  My  learned  friends  have  suggested  that 
there  should  he  an  arbitration  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act.  I  think  no  one  knows  better  than 
you  what  the  preamble  of  that  Act  says,  "  And 
this  Act  shall  apply  to  every  undertaking  autho- 
rised in  any  Act  which  shall  hereafter  be  passed, 
and  which  shall  authorise  the  purchase  and  taking 
of  land  ? — Yes. 

2845.  That  is  the  primary  object  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act? — It  is,  certainly. 

2846.  "  For  such  undertaking  this  Act  shall  be 
incory  orated  with  such  Act,  and  all  the  clauses 
and  provisions  of  this  Act  save  so  far  as  they  are 
expressly  varied  or  excepted  by  any  such  Act 
shall  apply  ?  " — Yes. 

2847.  Therefore  the  very  contemplation  of  the 
Lands  Clavises  Act  is  that  the  Special  Act  may 
vary  any  special  cases  ? — Yes,  certainly. 

2848.  Is  there  so  far  as  you  know  any  general 
\i\w  (my  learned  friends  have  talked  about  the 
general  law)  applicable  to  the  purchase  of  such 
undertakings  as  the  London  Water  Companies? 
— No,  there  cannot  be  a  general  law.  This  is  an 
application  for  a  Special  Act  to  purchase  at  what 
we  suggest  to  the  Committee  is  a  fair  price,  and 
the  issue  is  whether  it  is  a  fair  price,  and  that 
has  to  be  decided  by  this  Committee.  There  is 
no  general  law  of  any  kind. 

2849.  And  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  cannot  be 
adapted  to  these  companies  unless  you  distort 
the  meaning  of  the  word  "  lands  "? — It  certainly 
had  not  any  case  like  this  at  all  in  its  purview. 

2850.  My  learned  friend  Mr.  Pember  said  : 
Would  not  an  arbitrator  be  a  fool  if  he  took 
repute  value?  You  know  that  in  various  petitions 
here  the  companies  set  forth  this  argument  to 
Parliament,  that  shares  have  been  purchased  at 
the  market  value  ? — I  am  satisfied  that  if  it  is 
left  ambiguous  merely  under  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act,  and  that  whatever  happens  in  this  room 
there  will  be  the  very  strongest  contention  on  the 
part  of  the  companies  that  that  means  you  are 
to  take  it  for  the  sum  total  of  the  prices  that  can 
be  obtained  for  the  shares  in  the  market.  I  have 
not  the  slightest  hesitation  in  saying  that  that 
will  be  done. 

2851.  And  as  I  understand  the  ofi'er  we  make, 
which  we  ask  Parliament  to  say  is  a  reasonable 
offer,  is  that  we  propose  to  purchase  on  fair  and 
reasonable  terms,  and  no  other  ? — Quite  so. 

2852.  If  we  cannot  make  out  under  this  clause 
that,  the  terms  are  fair  and  reasonable,  then  of 
course  Parliament  would  not  allow  us  to  purchase 
upon  unfair  or  unreasonable  terms? — We  are  not 
to  be  accused  of  trying  to  get  it  at  an  unfair 
price,  because  we  put  quite  clearly,  or  as  clearly 
as  we  can  in  the  clause,  what  we  suggest  is  the 
fair  price,  and  what  we  ask  Parliament  to  accept 
as  the  fair  price. 

2853.  Some  of  the  suggestions  made  in  cross- 
examination  are  that  an  arbitrator  would  consider 
all  these  things.  If  that  is  so,  do  you  see  any 
real  objection  to  having  that  made  perfectly 
clear  in  this  clause? — ^No,  I  think  that  the  strong- 
opposition  to  the  defining  of  this  principle  as  the 
principle  of  ascertaining  the  price  shows  that  it 
18  going  to  be  contended  that  that  is  not  the  fair 
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Mr.  Balfour  Broione — continued. 

price,  and  we  ask  that  the  Committee  should 
decide  th*"  urinciple  on  which  the  price  is  to  be 
taken. 

2854.  And  the  Lands  C  lauses  Act  simply 
means  they  would  get  a  good  deal  more  than 
that? — Certainly,  more  than  we  consider  to  be  a 
fair  and  reasonable  value,  and  what  we  have  put 
before  the  Committee  as  suggested. 

2855.  Now  a  word  with  regard  to  the  proviso. 
It  is  provided  that  only  six  years  of  back  dividend 
should  be  allowed  ? — Yes. 

2856.  You  admit  that  that  is  to  some  extent 
altering  the  status  of  the  companies  ? — Yes,  it  is 
treating  some  of  their  rights  as  obsolete,  I  quite 
agree. 

2857.  Also  with  regard  to  saying  we  shall  not 
take  any  luture  increase  of  rateable  value,  that 
treats  some  of  their  existing  rights  as  unfair  for 
consideration  by  the  arbitrator  ? — Yes. 

2858.  Upon  these  matters  of  course  we  must 
convince  the  Committee  1 — Certainly. 

2859.  And  that  it  is  right  they  should  be  ex- 
cluded ? — Yes. 

2860.  If  we  fail  again,  of  course  the  Committee 
would  not  allow  us  to  say  the  arbitrator  should 
consider  them  ? — It  is  certainly  for  the  Com- 
mittee to  say  whether  the  price  so  ascertained 
would  be  a  fair  one. 

2861.  And  if  we  cannot  convince  the  Com- 
mittee, of  course  they  will  not  allow  us  to  buy  at 
what  is  unfair  and  unreasonable  ? — Quite  so. 

2862.  The  sole  desire  on  the  part  of  the 
London  County  Council  is  to  buy  at  a  fair  and 
reasonable  price? — Quite  so. 

2863.  And  ought  that  to  be  fair  to  the  compa- 
nies ? — I  think  it  is  fair  to  the  companies  ;  I 
think  the  price  they  would  get  under  an  award 
on  the  basis  of  this  clause  would  be,  taking  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  into  consideration, 
a  fair  and  reasonable  value. 

2864.  Mr.  Littler  asked  you  if  you  knew  of 
any  special  directions  to  arbitrators  in  either 
general  or  special  Acts.  You  are  very  familiar 
with  the  subject  of  betterment. 

Mr.  Bidder. '\  No  one  asked  about  that, 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  T  assure  you  you  are 
mistaken  in  saying  no  one  asked  about  that. 

Chairman.^  What  was  the  question  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  The  question  I  was 
suggesting  Mr.  Littler  asked  was,  if  iVir.  Fletcher 
Moulton  knew  of  special  directions  in  any  special 
Act  or  public  Act,  and  at  first  Mr.  Moulton's 
answer  was,  "  I  do  not  know  of  any  in  a  special 
Act,"  and  then  he  ultimately  said  he  did  not 
remember  in  a  public  Act;  I  think  I  am  right  in 
saying  that. 

Witness.']  No,  I  did  not  say  that  with  regard 
to  a  public  Act  for  I  can  remember  cases. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2865.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  case  of  bet- 
terment ? — Yes. 

2866.  Are  there  special  instructions  in  that 
case  ? — There  are  special  instructions  in  that 
case  certainly,  but,  as  I  say,  there  are  special 
instructions  in  the  Artisans'  Dwellings  Act  also. 

2867.  Therefore  the  principle  of  instructing 
an  arbitrator  is  not  at  all  unknown  to  Parlia- 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued. 

meiitr — No,  you  must  give  such  instruction  as 
prevent  the  issue  being  ambiguous. 

2868.  Will  you  turn  to  page  238  of  the  pro- 
ceedings where  there  is  a  question  which  I  will 
ask  you  to  consider;  my  learned  triend  said, 
"  Would  not  an  arbitrator,  unless  he  were  a  fool 
or  a  knave,  be  bound  to  consider  the  condition  of 
the  works  "  ;  as  you  see  there  there  is  a  certain 
company,  the  West  Middlesex,  which  is  dividing 
its  maximum  dividend  ? — Yes. 

2869.  So  long  as  it  can  divide  its  maximum 
dividend,  would  not  the  contention  before  an 
ordinary  arbitrator  be  that  that  was  the  element 
which  was  to  be  compensated  for  ? — Yes,  cer- 
tainly. 

2870.  Will  you  read  Question  1744  and  see  if 
you  agree,  because  I  think  that  is  the  shortest 
way ;  the  question  is  this,  "  There  is  just  one 
point  that  I  want  to  make  perfectly  clear,  be- 
cause I  think  it  is  in  the  minds  of  one  or  two 
members  of  the  Committee  ,  there  are  some  of 
these  matters  that  by  admission  an  arbitrator, 
even  if  he  were  not  instructed,  would  consider ; 
for  instance,  take  the  simplest  case,  the  condition 
and  state  of  repairs  of  the  reservoirs  ;  he  would 
consider  that,  whether  he  were  instructed  or  not, 
or  at  any  rate,  I  think  so  ;  why  do  you  put  the 
instruction  to  consider  it  into  the  clause  "  ;  the 
answer  is,  "  May  I  for  the  moment  answer  that 
question  by  reference  to  the  case  of  the  West 
Middlesex  Company,  which,  I  think,  illustrates 
what  I  mean  ;  if  the  West  Middlesex  Company 
contend  that  they  may  without  reference  to  these 
pledges  always  charge  their  maximum  rate,  the 
condition  of  the  waterworks  does  not  matter  the 
least  in  the  world,  because  the  West  Middlesex 
Company,  if  they  charge  the  maximum  rate,  can 
charge,  we  will  assume,  200,000/.  a  year,  that  is 
their  income  ;  as  a  matter  of  fact  they  cannot 
charge  now  more  than  150,000/.,  because  that  is 
enough  to  pay  all  their  charges  and  give  them 
10  per  cent,  upon  their  dividend ;  now,  supposing^ 
that  the  undertakings  of  the  company  were  in 
such  a  state  that  an  additional  million  were 
required  to  be  spent  upon  the  undertaking,  the 
whole  interest  of  that  million  might,  under  the 
present  contention  of  the  West  Middlesex,  come 
directly  out  of  the  pockets  of  the  consumer,  and 
not  affect  the  West  Middlesex  Company  by  one 
brass  farthing  ;  because  if  they  enforced  their 
maximum  rate  throughout  their  whole  area  they 
would  have  to  increase  their  rate,  and  by  that 
means  they  Avould  get  enough  additional  income 
to  pay  the  additional  expenditure  whatever  it 
might  be,  and  to  pay  their  10  per  cent,  in  addi- 
tion ;  in  that  case  the  efficiency  of  the  works,  from 
the  company's  point  of  view,  would  not  enter 
into  consideration  at  all,  because,  however  in- 
efficient they  might  be,  the  companies  would  con- 
tend :  if  we  are  allowed  to  go  before  an  arbi- 
trator under  the  ordinary  system  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  we  shall  just  show  that  we  can 
simply,  by  raising  our  charge,  still  maintain  our 
10  per  cent,  dividend." 

2871.  Do  you  agree  with  that,  Mr.  Moulton  ? 
— Yes,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  so. 

2872.  I  have  only  two  more  questions  to  ask 
you ;  one  of  the  instructions  is,  that  the  arbi- 
trator should  take  into  consideration  the  proba- 
bility 
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Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued:  iuui  u 
bility  of  future  sources  of  supply,  or  the  neces- 
sity "of  the  future  sources  of  supply  ;  and  the 
other  is  that  he  should  have  consideration  with 
regard  to  the  pledges  that  were  given  by  the 
companies  through  their  counsel  in  the  year 
1852,  without  such  a  special  instruction  under 
the  ordinary  arbitration  under  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act? 

Mr.  Pof)e?^  What  are  you  referring  to  ? 

Mr,  Balfour  Broiime.]  The  circumstances 
under  which  such  powers  of  charge  were  granted 
by  Parliament. 

Mr.  Pope.']  I  do  not  find  anything  about 
pledgee. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  You  have  not  been 
here,  you  see. 

Mr.  Pope.]  Yes,  I  have  ;  and  having  been  here, 
I  am  surprised  to  find  how  matters  have  been 
alluded  to. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2873.  The  Committee  are  almost  tired,  I  am 
sure,  of  hearing  of  the  pledges  which  were  given 
by  Serjeant  Wranghani.  (To  the  Witness.)  Upon 
this  do  you  think  an  arbitrator  would  be  entitled 
without  instruction  to  go  into  them  in  a  general 
arbitration  ?—  No. 

2874.  And  if  he  did,  in  your  opinion  would 
the  award  be  set  aside  for  want  of  jurisdiction  ? 
— You  are  not  dealing  with  the  actual  question 
of  procedure  ? 

2875.  No  ? — He  could  be  stopped  from  doing 
it,  and  if  the  award  had  been  given  in  a  form  in 
which  it  could  be  challenged,  it  could  be  set 
aside.  Of  course  it  would  not  follow  you  could 
set  it  aside  if  you  had  not  taken  the  precautions 
to  enable  you  to  do  it.  What  I  mean  is  this  : 
supposing  an  arbitrator  is  going  to  accept  evi- 
dence on  a  matter  which  he  should  not,  accord- 
ing to  the  existing  law,  I  think  (I  will  not  be 
quite  certain,  since  it  has  been  suggested  I  am 
wrong  in  this)  you  could  not  wait  until  after  the 
award,  and  then  grumble  ;  you  would  have  to 
take  steps  to  prevent  his  doing  it ;  so  that  when 
my  learned  friend  asked  if  the  award  could  be 
set  aside,  I  meant  that  might  not  be  the  form  in 
which  you  could  stop  his  doing  it. 

Chairman. 

2876.  But  only  by  taking  the  opinion  of  the 
court  upon  it  ? — Yes  ;  but  I  say  without  some 
directions  the  court  would  probably  hold  that 
that  was  not  part  of  the  issue  before  him. 

Mr.  Pope.]  What? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  These  two  questions  I 
have  put ;  the  probable  necessity  of  the  future 
introduction  of  a  new  source  of  supply  and 
the  circumstances  under  which  they  got  their 
charges. 

Witness.]  I  think  I  can  get  rid  of  any  ambi- 
guity in  this  way  :  if  those  are  not  referred  to  in 
this  clause,  I  think  an  arbitrator  would  rule,  and 
I  think  the  court  would  support  him  in  saying 
that  they  could  not  be  considered. 

384. 


Chairmov. 

2877.  On  what  groutid  ? — Because  under  the 
mere  words,  "  fair  and  reasonable  value  of  the 
undertaking,"  you  could  not  consider  those  things. 

2878.  Would  that  be  because  the  arbitrator 
and  the  Court  of  Appeal  from  the  arbitrator 
would  hold  that  they  were  not  fair  matters  to  be 
taken  into  consideration  in  considering  the  fair 
value? — Yes;  I  think  they  would  say  if  the 
Legislature  had  intended  matter.-  like  that  to  be 
taken  into  consideration,  thei'e  would  have  been 
a  specific  direction. 

2879.  But  I  mean  to  say  the  ground  on  which 
they  would  hold  that  would  be  because,  prima 
facie,  in  the  absence  of  instruction,  they  would 
consider  it  was  not  a  fair  matter  to  be  taken  into 
consideration  ? —  Yes. 

2880.  Then,  am  I  right  in  supposing  that  what 
the  County  Council  desire  is  that  the  Committee 
here  should  import  into  the  decision  of  what  price 
these  companies  are  to  get  for  these  undertakings, 
an  element  which  an  arbitrator,  however  well 
informed  and  however  eminent,  and  supported  by 
a  coizrt  of  law,  would  hold  under  these  circum- 
stances was  not  a  fair  thing  ? — Would  hold  that 
if  it  was  a  matter  which  if  it  was  intended  to  be 
considered  should  be  referred  to. 

2881.  And  if  not  r<-ferred  to  would  not  be  a 
fair  ingredient  to  take  into  account? — Would  not 
be  germane  to  the  issue. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 
The  only  word  I  ask  you  to  consider  is 


2882. 

the  word  "  fair."  Neither  the  court  nor  the 
arbitrator  have  any  power  to  consider  what  is 
fair  ;  they  have  only  to  consider  the  submission 
to  arbitration  ? — -Yes. 

Chairman.]  But  surely  you  do  not  mean  to 
contend  that  the  arbitrators,  who  by  your  clause 
are  directed  to  determine  "  the  fair  <md  reasonable 
value,"  having  regard  to  all  the  cii'cumstances, 
are  not  to  have  regard  to  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  with  the  view  of  fixing  a  fair  price- 
Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  think,  sir,  if  these 
words  stood  alone,  they  could  not  consider  future 
sources  of  supply. 

Chairman.]  Excuse  me,  that  is  not  the  point. 
What  I  was  asking  was,  why  would  an  arbitrator 
or  a  court  refuse  to  take  these  things  into  con- 
sideration, and,  if  they  refused  to  take  them  into 
consideration,  whether  it  wovdd  be  on  the  ground 
that,  in  the  absence  of  a  direction  to  that  effect, 
they  would  not  consider  it  a  fair  matter  to  be  taken 
into  their  judgment  in  fixing  a  fair  price.  As  I 
understood,  Mr.  Fletcher  Moultori  assented  to  that. 

Witness.]  If  I  may  make  myself  perfectly 
clear,  they  would  think  that  if  it  was  to  be  pur- 
chased at  what  was  the  fair  and  reasonable  value 
of  the  undertaking,  and  no  direction  was  given 
with  regard  to  such  things  as  unfulfilled  pledges, 
the  court  might  say,  "  Had  it  been  intended  that 
unfulfilled  pledges  should  be  taken  into  con- 
■  sideration  as  a  circumstance  so  exceptional  it 
would  have  said  so  specifically  ;  "  and  therefore 
they  would  say  that  "  fair  and  reasonable  value 
of  the  undertaking,  in  the  absence  of  a  specific 
direction,  we  must  suppose  would  not  take  into 
consideration  such  things  as  unfulfilled  pledges 
given  before  a  Committee." 

C  c  3  2883.  Why 
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2883.  Why  not  ? — Because  I  think  they  would 
consider  if  it  had  been  intended  that  the  value 
was  to  be  taken  not  in  the  existing  state  of"  legis- 
lation, but  assuming  that  the  company  had  acted 
up  to  the  pledges  it  gave  before  the  Committee, 
since  those  do  not  bring  in  legal  consequences  at 
present  in  force 

2884.  I  understand  that  part  of  your  answer 
quite  well ;  but  here  is  an  arbitrator  assumed  to 
be  of  the  highest  eminence,  and  assumed  to  be 
thoroughly  informed  on  all  matters,  the  parties 
on  each  side  having  the  opportunity  of  calling 
upon  him  to  receive  evidence  upon  all  matters, 
deciding  that  in  a  certain  matter  he  will  not 
accept  evidence,  and  you  have  to  go  to  the  court, 
and  the  court  says  the  arbitrator  was  right  in 
deciding  that  that  matter  should  not  be  taken 
into  consideration  amongst  what  is  called  in  this 
Bill  "  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case."  I  say 
why  ?  I  have  suggested — I  am  not  talking  now 
of  the  absence  of  instructions- — it  would  be  because 
they  held  that  that  was  not  a  proper  ingredient 
to  be  taken  into  account  in  the  absence  of  instruc- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  fixing  a  price  ? — You  put  it 
exactly  as  I  wish  to  put  it,  but  may  I  add  one 
word,  because  they  would  say  this  :  "  Although 
those  pledges  may  be  things  which  Parliament 
would  enforce  legally  they  have  no  effect,  and 
the  consequence  is,  if  you  are  going  to  take  into 
consideration  that  which  Parliament  might 
enforce,  but  which  at  present  is  not  embodied  in 
the  law,  you  must  have  a  specific  direction  for 
that  purpose." 

2885.  That  is  to  say,  that  this  Committee,  or 
Parliament  under  the  instruction  of  this  Com- 
mittee, is  to  put  into  the  mind  of  the  arbitrator 
the  entertaining  of  this  ingredient  in  the  price  to 
be  paid,  which  in  the  absence  of  such  an  instruc- 
tion the  arbitrator,  the  umpire,  or  the  court  would 
consider  an  improper  thing  to  be  taken  into 
account  ? — Exactly  so  ;  that  is  exactly  what  the 
clause  asks  with  regard  to  this  point. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2886.  I  agree,  with  this  qualification.  Not  im- 
proper to  be  taken  into  account,  but  which  the 
court  could  not  take  into  account? — In  the 
absence  of  express  instructions. 

2887.  Not  that  they  were  judges  of  the  pro- 
perty, but  that  they  could  not  do  it  however 
willing  they  were  ? 

Chairman.^  No,  you  are  getting  away  from 
the  point — that  is  not  what  the  witness  has  said. 
I  put  the  question  fairly  to  him.  Here  there  are 
apparently  imlimited  words.  The  arbitrators  are 
to  take  into  consideration  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case.  A  circumstance  is  suggested  to 
them,  they  refuse  to  take  it  into  consideration. 
The  court  supports  them  in  refusing  to  take  it  into 
consideration  knowing  that  the  arbitrators  have 
the  power  to  take  into  consideration  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case.  Then  I  put  it  to  the 
witness  that  if  it  is  rejected  by  tihe  arbitrators 
and  the  court  it  must  be  because  they  consider 
the  ingredient  an  improper  one  to  be  taken  into 
account  in  fixing  the  price.  Then  I  ask  him,  is 
not  the  effect  of  his  evidence  that,  by  adopting 
these  conditions,  and  putting  them  into  the  Bill, 
or  keeping  them  in  the  Bill,  the  Committee 


would  be  doing  for  the  County  Council,  for  the 
purchasers,  a  thing  which  they  could  not  get  the 
arbitrators  otherwise  to  do  for  them. 

Mr.  Bo/four  Browne.]  Not  under  those  words: 
"AH  the  circumstances  of  the  case.'  I  under- 
stood Mr.  Moulton  to  say,  if  they  stood  alone, 
would  be  held  to  mean  "all  the  legal  circum- 
stances of  the  case." 

Mr.  Pope.]  It  does  not  say  so. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  may  say  if  that  is  not 
my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Moulton's,  view,  it  is  the 
view  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wood,  in  the  case  of 
Penny  v.  Penny,  where  he  says  :  "  The  scheme 
of  the  Act  stated  to  be  this,  that  every  man's 
interest  shall  be  valued  rebus  sic  stantibus,  just  as 
it  occurs  at  the  very  moment  when  the  notice  to 
treat  was  given." 

Chairman.]  First  let  me  say,  as  I  understand, 
this  is  not  a  matter  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  know  that,  sir. 

Chairman.]  The  learned  counsel  have  con- 
tended that  it  ought  to  be,  and  I  was  asking  my 
question  upon  the  Bill  as  it  stands. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  follow  that. 

ff-ilness.]  May  I  say,  in  order  to  make  my 
answer  quite  clear,  that  it  comes  to  precisely  the 
same  as  what  you  have  said.  The  Courts  would 
say  that  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  would 
mean  all  the  legal  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
a  thing  which  has  no  legal  effect  you  are  not 
entitled  to,  and  therefore,  if  I  might  put  it  so,  has 
no  legal  existence.  You  are  not  entitled  to  con- 
sider it.  That  is  what  the  Court  would  say  with 
regard  to  such  a  thing  as  an  unfulfilled  pledge 
enforceable  only  by  Parliament,  and  having  no 
status  either  in  legislation  or  in  any  other  way. 
A  thing  without  a  sanction  would  not  be,  in  my 
opinion,  included  in  the  words  "  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case." 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2888.  One  word  more,  and  then  I  have  done.^ 
Under  these  circumstances  we  want  to  show 
Parliament,  do  we  not,  that  it  is  right  and 
reasonable  that  that  unfulfilled  pledge  should  be 
taken  into  consideration  ? — Yes. 

2889.  If  we  fail  in  that,  of  course  Parliament 
will  not  give  the  instruction  :  but  if  we  can  con- 
vince Parliament  it  is  right  that  that  unfulfilled 
pledge  should  be  considered,  then  do  you  think  it 
necessary  that  there  should  be  an  instruction  to 
that  effect  ? — I  think  it  is  quite  necessary  that  if 
that  should  be  taken  into  consideration  as 
one  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  there  should 
be  a  specific  direction.  Whether  it  is  necessary 
or  not  is,  of  course,  for  the  Committee  to  decide; 
but  I  may  say  in  all  these  things  that  I  think  the 
object  of  this  clause  is  to  remove  ambiguity,  and 
if  the  terms  removing  those  ambiguities  are  not 
what  the  Committee  sanction  they  will  have  to  be 
altered  ;  but  it  cannot  be  to  the  benefit  of  any 
person  that  ambiguity  should  be  left  in  a  clause 
of  this  kind.  The  principle  upon  which  the  price 
is  to  be  ascertained  appears  to  me  to  be  a  thing 
that  ought  to  be  settled,  if  I  may  respectfully  say 
so,  by  the  Legislature,  and  then  the  arbitrator  is  to 
turn  that  into  figures.  It  is  not  the  arbitrator's 
view  as  to  what  the  principle  of  the  price  is  to  be 
which  I  think  ought  to  decide  this  matter  ;  but  it 
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'  Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued, 
is  the  view  of  the  Legislature,  and  that  then  he  is 
to  turn  into  actual  amount  that  which  the  Legis- 
lature says  is  to  be  the  price  to  be  paid. 
The  Committee  Room  was  cleared. 

After  a  short  time  the  counsel  and  parties  were 
again  called  in. 

Chairman.^  Of  course  we  cannot  go  further 
to-day  ;  but  it  is  the  desire  of  the  Committee,  in 


answer  to  an  application  which  was  made  yester- 
day by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  that  if  he  desires  it, 
or  any  of  the  learned  counsel,  on  behalf  of  the 
promoters,  desire  it,  we  will  hear  them  at  the 
next  meeting  of  the  Committee,  if  they  choose,  in 
support  of  the  views  put  forward  by  Mi-.  Fletcher 
Moulton,  or  rather  in  support  of  that  part  of  the 
case  generally. 

[Adjourned  to  Wednesday,  the  12th  ot 
June,  at  12  o'clock. 
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MEMBERS  PRESENT 


Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Sir  James  Kitson, 
Mr.  Muntz. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  Briggs  Priestley. 
Right  Hon.  D.  Plunket. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Right  Honourable  D.  PLUNKET,  in  the  Chair. 


Chairman.']  If  you  like,  Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  we  will  go  on  ;  but  we  are  not  a  very  large 

Committee. 


Mr.  Henry  Lawrence  Cripps;  recalled. 
After  the  Avitness  had  corrected  some  errors  in  his  evidence  as  then  printed, 


Mr.  Littler.^  There  is  a  somewhat  more  im- 
portant correction  I  should  like  to  make,  and 
that  is  this,  with  regard  to  a  discussion  which 
took  place,  ending  at  page  121  of  the  Notes. 
You  will  see  that  there  is  a  history  given  by  Mr. 
Cripps  of  what  took  place  before  the  Committee 
in  1852.  T  do  not  need  to  trouble  the  Com- 
mittee to  read  ii  now.  At  page  118,  Mr.  Crip[)s 
commences  what  would  appear  to  be  a  complete 
history  of  what  took  place  in  the  year  1852.  It 
goes  over  pages  119,  120,  and  121,  and  at  last  it 
culminates  in  a  very  short  question  and  answer, 
about  the  only  short  one  there  is  ;  by  the  way, 
at  Question  1723  :  "  As  I  understand  you  gather 
from  that,  that  it  was  upon  these  distinct  pledges 
that  the  companies  got  the  maximum  powers  they 
have? — Yes."  Then  Question  1724  :  "Distinct 
pledges  that  these  rates  were  not  to  be  charged 
in  all  instances,  and  also  a  distinct  pledge  that 
there  was  to  be  free  competition  ? — Yes.  You 
see  the  pledge  was  that  it  should  be  a  maximum 
rating  in  certain  extreme  cases,  but  to  be  receded 
from  in  the  majority,  probably,  of  instances." 
Then  Question  1725:  "If  since  thiit  date  they 
have  forgotten  all  about  their  jDledges  and  have 
charged  their  absolute  maximum,  do  you  think 
that  they  should  be  paid  upon  the  basis  of  their 
absolute  maximuui,  or  do  you  think  that  the 
arbitrator  should  consider  their  pledges  ?  "  This 
is  why  it  becomes  important  at  this  particular 
stage.  The  answer  is,  "  I  think  that  the  arbi- 
trator should  consider  whether  he  is  to  assume 
that  an  income  derived  from  charainor  the  maxi- 
mum  rate  m  all  cases  is  one  which  he  ought 
fairly  to  take  into  consideration,  or  whether  he 
ought  not,  on  the  other  hand,  to  give  effect  to 
the  pledge  given  by  the  companies,  and  treat  the 
statutory  maximum  income  which  these  com- 
panies might  levy  as  resulting  from  a  rate  which 
ought  to  be  receded  from  in  the  majority,  pro- 
bably, of  instances."  Then  Question  1726  is, 
*'  Supposing  these  Purchase  Bills  out  of  the  way 


altogether,  do  you  think  there  would  he  a  reason- 
able probability  of  a  public  authority  promoting 
a  Bill  to  say,  you  have  forgotten  your  pledges, 
you  are  charging  up  to  your  maximum,  and  we 
ask  Parliament  to  alter  your  maximum  and  pre- 
vent your  charging  such  high  rates  ? — Certainly  ; 
that  is  a  point  which  has  been  very  strongly 
pressed  on  the  London  County  Council  even  now 
as  a  preliminary  to  a  purchase."  Then  there  was 
an  objection  taken  to  any  prophesy  as  to  what 
Parliament  would  do ;  but  what  is  of  the  greatest 
importance  is  this,  that  all  these  statements  were 
made  by  the  Counsel  for  the  company,  and  Mr. 
Cripps  has  very  unfortunately  omitted  to  say 
what  the  Committee  did  upon  them.  The  as- 
sum|)tion,  from  what  you  have  heard  me  read, 
would  be  that  Parliament  had  accepted  the  com- 
panies' view,  and,  relying  on  a  pledge  that  they 
would  not  charge  their  maximum,  had  given 
them  a  higher  maximum  than  they  otherwise 
would  ;  but  Parliament  did  no  such  thing. 

C/tairman.]  Is  this  a  proper  time  to  introduce 
this? 

Mr.  Littler.]  Yes,  because  this  is  one  of  the 
reasons  which  is  given  why  you  should  pass 
this  extraordinary  clause,  and  therefore,  as  that 
statement  was  made,  I  read  the  last  answer  for 
the  express  purpose  of  showing  that  it  was  for 
the  purpose  of  passing  this  clause  that  that  evi- 
dence was  given.  We  had  not  the  materials  fox* 
cross-examination  then,  and  we  have  only  been 
able  to  look  them  up  by  looking  at  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  House,  which  are  exceedingly  scarce, 
and  we  now  find  that  you  have  not  got  the  whole 
history  before  you. 

Chairman.]  I  am  only  trying  to  see  what  ia 
the  usual  practice.  As  I  understand,  Mr.  Cripps 
has  been  recalled  for  the  special  purpose  of  cor- 
recting a  mis-statement. 

Mr.  Littler.]  Yes,  sir;  then  I  ask  to  correct 
something  else  formally.    I  should"  ask  you  to 

allow 


% 


ON  THE  LAMBETH  WATElt  (tkANSFEK)  BILL. 


209 


12  June  1895,]  Mr.  Ciili'PS.  [Coittitmed. 


allow  Mr.  Cripps  to  come  back  into  the  chair,  and 
ask  him,  by  way  of  farther  cross-examination  on 
matters  of  which  we  could  not  be  informed, 
whether  he  was  aware,  at  the  time  he  gave  that 
evidence,  of  those  further  proceedings  before 
that  same  Committee.  But  inasmuch  as  there 
can  be  no  doubt  about  the  fact,  I  should  have 
thought  the  easier  way  would  have  been  for  me 
to  read  these  proceedings. 

Chairman.^  It  is  only  a  question  of  practice 
really,  but  it  is  so  long  since  1  presided  on  a 
Committee,  that  I  am  not  quite  sure  what  the 
practice  is,  but  I  should  have  thought  that  that 
would  have  been  rather  a  matter  for  you  to  bring 
out  at  some  subsequent  stage. 

Mr.  Pember.^  No,  sir.  Suppose  the  Bill  col- 
lapsed by  any  chance.  It  would  be  quite  within 
the  ordinary  practice  to  call  Mr.  Cripps  back 
and  cross-examine  him  upon  a  point  upon  which 
we  had  not  the  material  for  cross-examination 
then. 

Chairman.'\  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  Littler.']  That  is  all  I  propose  to  do. 

Chairman.]  The  only  question  is  whether 
this  is  the  right  moment  for  doing  it.  It  is  just 
a  question  of  practice.  If  you  will  wait  for  one 
moment,  I  will  consider  it. 

Mr,  Littler.]  You  see,  sir,  in  form,  all  I  am 
asking  to  do  is  to  supplement  my  cross-examina- 
tion, confessing  that  for  reasons  which  were  no 
fault  of  my  clients  any  more  tlian  of  my  own,  I 
was  in  ignorance  of  certain  matters  on  which  ] 
desire  to  cross  examine  Mr,  Cripps  ;  therefore  it 
is  almost  as  a  matter  of  right  I  ask  that  Mr, 
Cripps  may  now  be  further  cross-examined. 

Chairman.]  Very  well, 

Mr.  Littler.]  Then,  perhaps,  Mr.  Cripps,  if  he 
lias  any  explanation  to  give  after  I  liave  read 
these  passages  to  him,  will  do  so. 

2890-92.  Have  you  any  copy  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  May  1852  before  you?— There  is  one 
in  the  room. 

2893.  May  I  refer  you  to  the  proceedings  of 
Tuesday,  the  4th  May,  commencing  at  page  407 
of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  Bill,  in  the  speech  of 
Mr.  Serjeant  Wrangham,  which  you  quoted? — 
That  is  a  speech  of  Mr.  Serjeant  Wrangham. 

2894.  Now  kindly  turn  to  page  472.  You 
will  find  he  winds  up  with  these  words :  "  I  hope 
you  will  be  kind  enough  to  come  to  a  decision  on 
the  provisions  of  our  Bdl,  so  that  you  may  report 
the  Bill  to  the  House,  and  that  it  may  proceed 
towards  the  other  branch  of  the  Legislature,  in 
order  that  we  may  obtain  the  authority  which 
will  enable  us  to  set  to  work  and  to  improve  the 
supply  to  the  district  which  we  are  bound  to 
furnish  with  this  element  of  life."  Then,  I  sup 
pose,  the  room  wa^  cleared,  because  then  follows 
the  words  :  "  The  Committee  deliberated."  Then 
there  is  this  judgment  of  the  Committee,  which 
this  Committee  have  not  yet  had  before  them  : 
"  The  Committee  are  quite  ready  to  enter  into 
this  subject  of  rating  without  waiting  for  the 
other  Bill.  We  are  quite  willing  also  to  state 
to  you  the  opinion  which  the  Committee  have 
formed  upon  the  rates,  and  to  submit  it  to  your 
consideration.    In  the  first  place  there  will  be 
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Mr.  Littler — continued, 
t  wo  lines  struck  out  "  (this  is  in  inverted  com  mas). 
"  '  If  there  be  no  water-closet,  fixed  bath,  or  high 
service  in  the  dvvf^Uing-house,  to  be  supplied  with 
water  at  the  following  rates.'  That  will  come 
out."  So  that,  you  see,  that  was  one  of  the 
maxima  which  was  sought  for,  which  was 
destroyed,  was  it  not  ?  -  I  was  talking  about  the 
maximum  rate  which  the  company  were  era- 
powered  to  charge  for  domestic  purposes. 

2895.  Kindly  answer  my  question.  One  of 
the  maxima  sought  by  the  Bill  was  struck  out 
by  those  words,  was  it  not  ? — Are  you  referring 
to  the  point  where  they  reduced  the  original 
proposal  ? 

2896.  I  am  simply  reading  one  by  one  the 
Committee's  decisions,  of  which  there  are  half- 
a-dozen,  reducing  themselves  the  maxima  which 
the  companies  sought  to  have  imposed,  and  in 
respect  of  which  they  had  given  their  pledge. 
That  is  the  first,  is  it  not.  "That  will  come 
out?"— Yes. 

2897.  Now  I  will  read  the  words  :  With  re- 
spect to  the  words,  '  where  the  annual  value  of 
such  house  shall  not  exceed  50/.,  at  a  rate  per 
cent,  per  annum  not  exceeding,'  we  propose  to 
leave  out  the  words  '  5/.'  and  to  insert  instead 
'4/.'"  ?— Yes. 

2898.  That  is  a  distinct  reduction  of  the  maxi- 
mum ? — Yes,  as  proposed  in  the  Bill. 

2899.  But  surely  it  was  on  the  Bill  as  pro- 
posed that  Serjeant  Wrangham  spoke,  and  on 
nothing  else.  Now  I  go  on  :  "'  Whei'e  the  annual 
value  of  such  house  shall  exceed  50/.,  but  not 
exceed  100/.,  at  a  rate  per  cent,  per  annum 
not  exceeding,'  we  propose  to  insert  '4/.'  '  Where 
such  annual  v  ilue  shall  exceed  100/.,  but  shall 
not  exceed  200/.,  at  a  rite  per  cent,  per  annum 
not  exceeding  4/.'  That  we  retain  at  4  per  cent. 
So  that  those  three  rates  will  all  be  4  per  cent." 
Then  "  we  propose  in  all  the  following  cases  to 
put  the  rate  at  3  per  cent."  Another  reduction, 
was  it  not? — Yes.  No  doubt  that  was  a  re- 
duction from  what  was  in  the  Bill  as  originally 
submitted  to  the  Committee. 

2900.  Very  well.  "  We  have  reduced  them 
to  the  two  rates  of  4  per  cent,  and  3  per  cent. 
Then  we  go  on:  'If  there  be  a  water-closet  or 
water-closets,  or  fixed  bath  or  baths,  or  any  high 
service  in  such  dwellings  then,  in  addition  to  the 
rates  above  specified,  the  following  rates  shall  be 
payable  ;  that  is  to  say,  where  the  annual  value 
of  such  house  shall  exceed  25/.,  but  shall  not 
exceed  50/ ,'  we  propose  to  substitute  '  where  the 
annual  value  of  such  house  shall  exceed  30/.' 
instead  of  25/.,"  that  was  another  alteration,  was 
it  not?— Yes. 

2901.  On  that  Mr.  Serjeant  Beilasis,  repre- 
senting the  company  with  Mr.  Serjeant  Wrang- 
ham, says  :  "  Perhaps,  sir,  you  will  allow  us 
time  to  con.>ider  those  amendments.  (The 
Chairman.)  If  you  please.  Perhaps  you  will 
be  prepared  to  state  anything  which  you  may 
have  to  say  upon  them  to-morrow."  That  was  a 
distinct  alteration  from  the  status  and  position 
of  the  Bill,  was  it  not,  when  Serjeant  Wrang- 
ham was  making  his  speech? — Of  course,  it  was 
an  amendment  of  the  Bill ;  it  was  an  alteration 
of  the  Bill  as  submitted  to  the  Committee. 

2902.  It  was  very  important  the  Committee 
D  v>  should 
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should  have  known  that  ? — The  Act  I  may  say 
passed  subsequently,  and  the  Act  speaks  for 
itself. 

2903,  But  when  you  talk  about  pledges  given 
in  Serjeant  Wrangham's  speech,  I  say  with 
emphasis,  tliat  the  pledges  were  given  on  condi- 
tion of  having  the  Bill  as  it  stood.  The  Com- 
mittee took  the  Bill  not  as  it  stood,  but  altered 
it,  and  altered  it  so  seriously  that  the  company 
had  to  take  a  day  to  see  whether  they  would 
accept  it  at  all.  That  is  very  material,  surely. 
Now,  will  you  kindly  look  at  the  proceedings  on 
the  next  day  and  see  what  happened  then,  which 
is  more  material.  This  is  patic  477  of  the  print  : 
"  (Mr.  Serjeant  Bellasis.)  With  the  permission  of 
the  Committee,  T  will  recur  once  more  to  that 
very  serious  question  upon  which  the  Committee 
were  occupied  when  they  adjourned  yesterday. 
That  is,  the  question  of  the  rates,  which  you  were 
then  good  enough  to  suggest  to  us.  With  your 
permission  I  will,  in  order  that  we  may  be  quite 
sure  that  we  understand  what  the  Committee 
intended,  refer  to  the  clause,  passage  by  pas- 
sage." Then  he  does  so.  I  need  not  read  that 
again.  Then  he  says  :  "  Since  the  Committee 
adjourned  yesterday,  as  you  may  suppose,  upon 
so  serious  a  pi'oposal  as  this,  the  Chelsea  Com- 
pany have  given  the  proposal  their  most  serious 
and  careful  consideration.  It  is  plain,  and  no 
doubt  the  Committee  wdl  themselves  see,  that  it 
involves  a  serious  reduction  upon  their  water 
rental.  The  question  therefore,  tor  us  to  con- 
sider was,  whether  the  reduction  of  water  rental 
was  such  (for  that  is  what  we  applied  ourselves 
to)  as  would  endanger  and  interfere  with,  and 
jeopardise  the  carrying  on  of  the  new  works 
which  we  are  contemplating  by  this  Bill.  Ac- 
cordingly we  took  the  simplest  course  Ave  could, 
which  was  to  ask  Mr.  Simpson  "  (the  same  wit- 
ness Mr.  Cripps  quoted)  "  the  plain  question, 
not  whether  he  liked  the  clause  you  proposed,  but 
whether  those  rates  being  determined  on  by  the 
Committee,  he  could  carry  out  his  works.  And 
Mr.  Simpson  has  answered  as  sim{)ly  :  '  I  can. 
But,'  he  says,  '  I  shall  have  no  margin  ;  I  can 
carry  out  the  works,  but  at  the  same  time  we 
must  look  for  a  further  income  by  the  extended 
works  of  the  company  after  the'  new  supply  has 
been  brought  in.  He  says  he  can  do  it,  but  it 
leaves  him  no  margin."  Where  is  the  pledge 
there  of  any  reduction  from  the  maximum. 
Where  is  the  broken  promise  of  the  Chelsea 
Company  ? — I  am  going  to  show  you.  The 
whole  principle  upon  which  the  companies  asked 
for  that  system  of  a  scale  of  charges  was  dis- 
cussed thoroughly  over  and  over  again  before 
this  Committee,  and  there  was  never  any  aban- 
donment Avhatever  of  what  I  call  the  distinct 
pledge  given  on  behalf  of  the  companies  by 
Mr.  Serjeant  Wrangham,  and  by  the  witness. 
The  words  are  very  clear,  if  you  will  allow  me 
to  read  them. 

Chairman.]  Bead  them,  Mr.  Cripps. 

Mr.  Litller.'\  Those  pledges  were  given  to 
induce  the  Committee  to  pass  the  Bill  as  it 
stood. 

Witness.']  I  do  not  agree  with  you  at  all. 

2904.  Do  yovi  not.    I  must  ask  the  Corn- 


Mr.  Littler — continued. 

mittee  to  agree  Avith  me.  The  Committee  did 
not  pass  the  Bill  in  the  form  in  which  it  was 
when  Serjeant  Wrangham  gave  those  pledges, 
did  they  ? — No  ;  in  the  first  instance  the  position 
was  this  :  there  were  two  alternative  proposals 
before  this  Committee.  The  Government  pro- 
posed Avhat  they  called  the  uniform  scale  of 
rating,  and  a  clause  was  before  the  Committee 
w^hich  Avould  have  bound  all  the  companies  to 
charge  according  to  a  uniform  scale  of  a  very 
low  nature.  What  the  companies  had  to  do  was 
not  only  to  get  their  OAvn  Bill  passed,  but  to  get 
the  Government  proposal  rejected,  and  it  is  quite 
obvious  from  the  care  v/ith  which  the  precise 
form  of  this  expression  is  repeated  over  and  over 
again,  that  it  was  a  very  carefully  considered 
proposition  on  the  part  of  the  companies.  Mr. 
Serjeant  Wrangham  put  it  first  of  all  in  his 
opening. 

2905.  You  have  said  that  before  ;  it  is  clearly 
only  repeating  your  lastansAver? — This  is  rather 
a  complicated  question. 

2906.  No  it  is  not;  it  is  a  very  simple  one? — 
I  do  not  think  so  ;  I  think  it  is  rather  compli- 
cated, because  Avhat  Seijeant  Wrangham  says  is 
this  :  "  Is  a  maximum  rating,  having  reference 
to  the  annual  value  of  the  premises,  correct  in 
certain  extreme  cases,  but  to  be  receded  from 
in  the  majority  probably,  of  instances,  a  reason- 
able mode  of  rating  property  to  a  payment  for 
the  supply  of  Avater,"  and  the  whole  thing  went 
on  that  basis.  The  principle  for  which  the  com- 
panies contended,  and  which  they  succeeded  in 
getting  ultimately  Avas  this,  that  their  maximum 
scale  of  charge  should  be  put  at  a  figure  whick 
was  the  highest  possible  figure  which  could  be 
justified  in  any  conceivable  circumstances,  in  the 
case  of  any  hereditament  within  their  district. 
That  was  the  principle. 

2907.  May  I  again  read  to  you  Avhat  Mr. 
Simpson  said  :  "  I  shall  have  no  margin  ;  I  can 
carry  out  the  works  ;  but  at  the  same  time  Ave 
must  look  for  a  further  income  by  the  extended 
works  of  the  company."  I  ask  you  after  that 
statement,  is  there  a  single  pledge  on  the  part 
of  anybody  belonging  to  any  company  with 
regard  to  any  coming  up  to  their  maximum  ? — 
Yes,  there  is. 

2908.  Where  ?— Because  Mr.  Simpson  did  not 
withdraAv  the  understanding  or  modify  it  in  any 
way  whatever. 

2909.  "  I  &hall  have  no  margin  ;  I  can  carry 
out  the  Avorks,"  and  I  am  told  by  the  way  that 
the  Government  rates  had  been  disposed  of  long 
before  in  the  proceedings.  One  assumes  when 
you  came  with  that  history  you  would  come  with 
an  accurate  one  ? — I  think  you  Avill  find  it  quite 
accurate. 

2910.  Can  you  tell  me  after  Mr.  Simpson  had 
stated  those  emphatic  Avords,  "  I  shall  have  no 
margin,"  if  there  is  a  syllable  by  any  counsel  for 
any  company  stating  that  they  Avere  not  going 
to  charge  up  to  the  full? — You  mix  a  good  many 
things  up  together.  Let  me  deal  first  of  all  with 
the  statement  of  Mr.  Simpson. 

2911.  Is  there  any  statement  of  uny  counsel 
or  any  witness  of  any  company  after  that  deli- 
berate announcement,  after  deliberate  considera- 
tion by  the  leading   counsel   of  the  Chelsea 
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Mr.  Littler — continued. 
Company  ;  is  there  any  statement  anywhere  on 
the  part  of  any  of  the  companies  that  tiiey 
were  not  going  to  go  up  to  their  maximum  ? — 
No,  because  that  was  the  conclusion  of  the 
case. 

Chairman.']  Was  Mr.  Simpson  the  manager  of 
the  company  ? 

Mr.  Littler.]  He  was  the  engineer  to  the  com- 
pany. 

Witness.]  He  was  the  engineer  really,  but  he 
was  a  gentleman  of  great  ability,  who  was  put 
forward  in  all  these  cases  as  a  sort  of  advocate 
witness  on  behalf  of  the  companies.  There 
were  two  companies  for  whom  he  was  directly 
concerned,  the  Chelsea  and  the  Lambeth,  I 
think  ;  I  am  not  quite  sure. 

2912.  The  Lambeth  Company  were  not  there  ? 
— 1  know  that  he  did  act  for  two  companies,  and 
that  the  Chelsea  case  was  taken  as  a  representa- 
tive case. 

2913.  Suppose  it  was,  I  am  going  to  read 
some  more.  I  think  it  is  a  thousand  pities  this 
was  not  put  before  the  Committee.  Mr.  Ser- 
jeant Bellasis  says,  on  page  477  :  "  He  says  he 
can  do  it,  but  it  leaves  him  no  margin.  There- 
fore, on  the  part  of  the  Chelsea  Company,  I  am 
here  to  say  that  we  do  acquiesce  entirely  in  the 
proposal  which  you  have  made  to  us,  and  we  do 
trust  that  this  fair  and  open  acquiescence  on  our 
part  in  the  proposal  made  by  the  Committee  will 
not  only  be  satisfactory  to  you,  but  Avill  be  satis- 
factory also  to  the  public,  and  would  have  been 
also  satisfactory  to  the  Government  if  they  had 
still  been  present  here."  So  you  see  that 
passage  bears  out  what  I  was  reminded  of :  the 
Government  had  cleared  out  long  before  then  'f 
— You  must  not  take  me  as  agreeing  to  your 
interpretation  of  it.  I  can  explain  my  own,  if 
you  wiU  give  me  an  opportunity  ol  doini:  so. 

2914.  I  do  not  want  your  interpretation  of 
words.  The  Committee  will  interpret  these 
words,  and  I  am  sure  they  will  interpret  them  in 
my  sense.  But  what  1  want  to  know  is,  can 
you  point  to  anything  subsequently  in  the  shape 
of  an  emphatic  declaration  on  the  part  of  any 
company  — I  cannot  point  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  case  to  anything  that  occurred  subse- 
quently. 

2915.  "  At  all  events,  that  acquiescence  will 
give  us  a  facility  for  proceeding  at  once  with 
our  works,  in  the  hope  that  we  shall  be  able  to 
get  an  increase  of  profits  by  the  increase  of 
customers,  which  we  hope  to  obtain  when  our 
new  supply  is  brought  into  the  metropolis." 
There  is  not  a  word  there  about  reducing  the 
maximum  ?■— No  ;  it  leaves  the  matter  exactly 
as  it  stood. 

2916.  Let  me  read  on :  "  I  may  take  the 
liberty  of  saying  here,  I  am  sure  that  the  inquiry 
which  we  made  last  night  as  to  whether  or  not 
we  could  acquiesce  in  the  terms  you  have  pro- 
posed to  us,  satisfied  us  of  the  extreiue  wisdom 
of  your  determination  to  take  the  rating  question 
in  each  company's  Bill  separately.  Because 
what  we  had  feared  was,  that  the  Committee 
were  bent  upon  laying  down  some  strict  rule 
applicable  to  all  the  companies,  and  that  it  might 
turn  out  to  be  inapplicable  to  our  district,  and 
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would  do  more  injury  to  us  than  you  yourselves 
would  have  ccmtemplated  or  intended.''  There 
is  no  acquiescence  there,  or  any  suggestion  about 
going  below  the  maximum.  "  Happily,  hoAV- 
ever,  what  you  have  proposed  to  us  is  prac- 
ticable "  (that  is  to  say,  the  maxima  proposed 
is  practicable,  and  nothing  more),  "  and  we 
have  nothing  more  to  say  upon  the  subject ;  but 
as  I  have  been  during  these  proceedings  before 
the  Committee,  not  only  in  the  character  of  the 
Chelsea  Company,  but  also  in  the  character  of 
the  othiT  companies,  I  wish  to  say,  that  you 
might  have  fixed  upon  us  terms  which  though 
favourable  to  us,  might  have  been  ruinous  to 
the  other  companies  ;  or  terms  which,  favour- 
able to  others,  might  have  been  ruinous  to  us. 
Therefore,  on  the  part  of  the  companies,  I  trust 
I  may  understand,  that  the  Committee  do  not 
intend  to  pledge  themselves  to  any  general  rule 
as  applicable  to  all  the  companies."  Where  is 
the  pledge  of  the  Lambeth  Company  or  any- 
body else  there  ? — I  have  told  you  the  pledge 
was  given  in  the  opening  of  the  case,  the  evi- 
dence, and  the  conclusion  of  the  case.  The 
Committee  of  Parliament  acted  upon  it  by 
passing  the  clause  which  the  company  asked  for, 
giving  them  a  power  to  charge  not  exceeding 
certain  rates. 

2917.  Then  do  you  consider  all  I  have  been 
reading  is  immaterial  ? — Might  I  say  what  Mr. 
Simpson  pointed  to  as  the  sources  of  future 
income,  was  certainly  not  any  proposal  to  charge 
up  to  the  maximum  rate.  What  he  says  is, 
"  I  shall  have  no  margin,"  dealing  with  the 
words  you  quoted.  You  referred  me  to  these 
words, ."  I  shall  have  no  margin  ;  I  can  carry  out 
the  woi'ks,"  but  at  the  same  time  we  must  look 
for  the  future  income  by  the  extended  works  of 
the  Company,  after  the  new  supply  shall  have 
been  brought  in.  Mr.  Littler  referred  me  to 
those  words,  as  I  understood,  for  the  purpose 
of  suggesting  that  it  was  then  and  there  ex- 
plained to  the  Committee  that  the  company 
would  thereafter,  because  the  figure  of  their 
maximum  rate  had  been  reduced,  charge  up  to 
their  maximum  rate. 

2918.  Distinctly  so  ;  and  I  do  not  ask  you  to 
construe  it,  because  I  am  going  to  invite  the 
Committee  to  construe  it  ;  but  I  ask  you  to  put 
your  tinger  on  a  single  line  in  the  proceedings 
which  points  to  a  contrary  conclusion  ? — I  was 
in  the  middle  of  my  answer,  if  I  may  go  back 
to  it. 

2919.  Go  on,  but  do  not  forget  to  answer  the 
last  question  I  put  to  you?  —  In  due  course. 
There  is  great  difficulty  in  answering  two  ques- 
tions at  once.  What  Mr.  Simpson  refers  to 
is  this  :  The  great  difficulty  he  was  looking  for- 
ward to  was  the  "  income  by  the  extended  works 
of  the  company  after  the  new  supply  shall  have 
been  brought  in."  That  was  further  exjDlained 
by  counsel.  "  At  all  events  that  acquiescence 
will  give  us  a  facility  for  jjroceeding  at  once 
with  our  works,  in  the  hope  that  we  shall  be 
able  to  get  an  increase  of  profits  by  the  increase 
of  customers,  which  we  hope  to  obtain  when  our 
new  supply  Is  brought  into  the  metropolis." 
There  is  not  a  single  word  to  suggest  he  was 
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Mr.  Littler  —  continued. 

going  to  make  up  the  deficiency  by  charging  at 
the  maximum  rate. 

2920.  From  that  date  onwards,  I  ask  you,  is 
there  one  single  word  which  shows  any  pledge 
on  the  part  of  the  Chelsea  Company  or  any 
other  company  not  to  charge  up  to  their  maxi- 
mum ? — Of  course  there  was  not,  because  that 
was  the  end  of  the  case.  After  the  end  of  the 
case  there  was  no  more  necessity  for  the  argu- 
ment of  counsel  or  witnesses. 

2921.  Do  you  not  consider  all  this  material 
to  the  question  ?  —  1  think  that  the  whole 
of  this  volume  is  exceedingly  material;  but  I 
endeavoured,  as  far  as  possible,  to  give  the 
shortest  possible  summary  to  the  Committee  of 
the  points  which  seem  to  me  to  be  relevant  to 
the  question. 

2922.  This  is  the  main  point  of  all.  You 
have  charged  on  the  companies  that  they 
represented  to  Parliament,  and  pledged  themselves 
they  would  not  charge  up  to  their  maximum. 
Parliament  altered  the  maxima,  would  not 
accept  that  pledge,  and  I  ask  you  after  Parlia- 
ment had  altered  the  maxima,  is  there  a  line  of 
that  pledge  to  be  found  anywhere  ? — I  have 
already  said  more  than  once  the  case  was  over. 

Mr.  PemberJ]  I  have  the  materials  for  asking 
the  same  class  of  questions  for  other  companies  ; 
but  I  abstain,  as  the  point  has  been  raised. 

Chairman.']  Are  the  Committee  to  imderstand 
the  same  set  of  considerations  applies  to  all  the 
companies. 

Mr.  Pope.]  I,  as  representing  two  of  them, 
simply  desire  to  say  this,  that  our  simple  object 
in  raising  the  question  now,  was  not  to  argue 
whether  we  are  right  in  our  construction  of  the 
proceedings ;  but  simply  that  that  which  has 
gone  forth  to  the  public  might  be  substantially 
correct,  and  that  the  public  might  know  we 
emphatically  deny  we  had  ever  made  or  ever 
broken  any  such  promise. 

Chairman.]  I  understand  that.  I  asked  the 
question,  do  the  same  set  of  considerations  apply 
to  the  other  companies  ? 

Mr.  Pemher.]  Entirely.    I  endorse  what  Mr. 
Pope  has  said. 

Chairman. 

2923.  [To  the  Witness.)  Do  you  accept  that  ? — 
No.  The  companies  are  not  all  in  the  same  posi- 
tion as  regards  this  matter.  Take  the  Lambeth 
Company.  The  Lambeth  Company  is  not  ;  the 
Southwark  aud  Vauxhall  Company  is.  The 
circumstances  of  the  Lambeth  Company  are 
these,  that  in  the  year  1852,  they  had  no  Bill 
themselves  before  Parliament.  They  would 
have  been  subject  to  the  clause  which  the  Go- 
vernment proposed  as  to  unitorm  rating.  That 
they  argued  against  upon  the  ground  of  com- 
petition ;  the  competition  to  which  they  were 
subject.  The  Lambeth  Company  said  they  did 
not  fear  any  competition,  that  they  were  going 
for  competition,  and  they  put  forward  that  argu- 
ment against  the  proposal  of  the  Government  to 
limit  their  own  rates.  They  succeeded  in  getting 
the  Government  proposal  rejected  upon  that  un- 
derstanding, but  inasmuch  as  they  had  no  Bill 
themselves  before  Parliament  that  year,  of  course 


Chairman — continued, 
they  did  not  C(  me  within  the  same  category  as 
the    Chelsea   Company,   the    Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company,  the   Kent  Company,  the 
Grand  J  unction  Company,  and  the  New  River 
Company.    I  think  I  am  right  about  all  those 
companies ;  but  I  am  not  quite  certain  off-hand 
whether  those  were  the  companies  which  were 
before  Parliament.    Those  companies  sought  to 
establish  then  and  there  this  proposition,  that 
instead  of  being  subject  to  the  reduction  of  rates 
and  the  uniform  rating  proposed  by  the  Govern- 
ment, they  should  have  what  Serjeant  Wrang- 
haru  described  as  a  power  to  charge  not  exceed- 
ing a  certain  maximum  rate  (I  trust  the  Com- 
mittee will  forgive  me  if  I  repeat  thi=;  over  and 
over  again),  but  to  be  receded  from  probably  in 
the  majority  of  cases.    That  was  the  proposition 
which  Serjeant  VVrangham  sought  to  establish, 
and  which  the  Committee  sanctioned  when  they 
passed    the    Act.    It   is   quite  true,    as  Mr. 
Littler  suggests,  that  the  Committee  reduced  the 
figure  of  five  in  one  case  to  the  figure  of  four, 
and  have  made  certain  other  reductions  not  from 
any  existing  power  of  the  companies  but  from 
the  extreme  scale  which  the  companies  them- 
selves were  seeking  to  substantiate  in  their  Acts. 
So  that  the  Lambeth  Company  in  regard  to  this 
matter  stands  on  a  different  footing  because  the 
convention  as  regards  Lambeth  Avould  be — indeed 
the  Lambeth  Company  have  a  Bill  before  Parlia- 
ment now  in  which  these  questions  are  raised — 
that  at  a  proper  opportunity  having  regard  to 
what  took  place  in  1852  the  powers  of  charging 
of  the  Lambeth  Company  would  be  reduced  at 
all  events,  to  the  1852  level. 

Re-examined  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2924.  As  a  fact,  most  of  the  companies  had  no 
fixed  scale  of  rates  before  1852? — That  was  so, 
in  some  cases  there  were. 

2925.  The  proposal  made  by  the  Government 
was  that  there  should  be  a  uniform  rate  ? — Yes, 
for  certain  properties. 

2926.  The  companies,  on  the  other  hand, 
acknowledged  the  principle  of  a  maximum  rate  ? 
— Yes,  and  said,  "  Give  us  powers  to  charge  not 
exceeding  the  maximum  rate." 

2927.  The  principle  that  was  at  stake  at  that 
time  was,  should  there  be  a  maximum  rate  ;  is 
not  that  so  ? — Yes. 

2928.  Will  you  look  at  the  words  of  Serjeant 
Wrangham  again.  In  opening  the  case  of  rates 
he  says,  '*  1  venture  to  throw  out  what  the 
Committee  must  have  been  pretty  well  satisfied 
of  in  the  course  of  the  inquiry,  that  an  inflexible 
rate  would  not  do  ;  that  you  cannot  impose  on 
all  property  of  equal  value  the  same  amount  of 
payment  of  water  rate,  because  the  amount  of 
supply  may  differ  so  much  under  varying  cir- 
cumstances. That  I  think,  therefore,  1  may 
almost  assume  as  being  a  princijile  which  will 
be  adopted  by  the  Committee "  ;  the  principle 
being,  as  I  take  it,  a  flexible  rate? — Yes, 
a  power  to  charge  not  exceeding  the  maximum. 

2929.  Then  comes  the  next  question  :  "Is  a 
maximum  rating  having  reference  to  the  annual 
value  of  the  premises  correct  in  certain  extreme 
cases,  but  to  be  receded  from  in  the  majority, 
probably,  of  instances,  a  reasonable  mode  of 

rating 


ON  THE  LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFEK)  BILL. 


213 


12  Jvne  1895.] 


Mr.  Cripps. 


[^Cuntinued. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued, 
rating  property  to  the  payment  for  the  supply  of 
water?"  Do  you  see  the  words  Serjeant 
Wrangham  uses  are  "  the  maximum  rate,"  not 
"the  pnrticular  maximum  rates,"  and  further: 
"Is  it  a  reasonable  mode  of  rating  "?  so  that 
the  question  then  involved  was  the  principle  of  a 
maximum  rate  which  should  be  receded  from  in 
certain  cases  ? — Yes.  You  are  referring  now  to 
a  portion  of  the  proceedings  which  I  quoted  in 
answer  to  Question  1722  ? 

2930.  I  am  ? — There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
point  in  discussion  was  not  the  figure  as  Mr. 
Littler  suggests  at  all,  but  whether  as  a  principle 
or  a  mode  of  rating  the  suggestion  of  the  com- 
panies was  a  reasonable  one,  or  whether  it  was 
reasonable  that  they  should  have  an  absolute 
uniform  charge  everywhere. 

2931.  Let  me  follow  another  question.  Mr. 
Simpson  said  :  "  T  want  time  to  consider  whether 
I  can  make  my  new  works  with  the  rates  Parlia- 
ment has  allowed,"  and  he  said  he  could  without 
a  margin.  I  think  those  were  his  words,  or 
something  to  that  effect.  Of  course,  that  was 
only  without  a  margin  on  the  rating  of  that  par- 
ticular year. 

Mr.  Littler.']  No,  no. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  Forgive  me,  do  not  say 
no,  no,  because  Mr.  Simpson  goes  on  to  say  that 
he  looks  for  future  profit  from  other  customers. 

Witness.]  From  other  customers,  and  from  the 
supply  of  additional  houses. 

2932.  Is  it  a  fact  that  for  years  the  Chelsea 
Company,  which  is  the  one  in  question,  has  had 
margins  ;  has  it  paid  its  maximum  rate  ? — Are 
you  asking  about  the  maximum  rate  of 
dividend  ? 

2933.  Yes,  the  maximum  rate  of  dividend  ? — 
Of  course  the  Chelsea  Company  have  paid  a  very 
fair  average  rate  of  dividend  all  the  way  through, 
but  I  think  it  is  only  quite  lately  by  reason  of  a 
very  large  extension  of  huuses  in  the  Chelsea 
district  that  they  have  been  able  to  pay  their  10 
per  cent,  dividend.  I  am  not  quite  sure  about 
that,  but  I  think  that  is  so. 

Chairman.]  Have  they  been  charging  the 
same  rate  ever  since  then  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Oh  no.  Sir.  When 
you  hear  the  evidence  you  will  find  that  in  1851 
a  house  in  Belgrave  Square  on  which  the  total 
charge  was  12/.  10s  ,  according  to  the  evidence 
given  by  Mr.  Simpson,  pays  to-day  60/.  You 
have  a  margin  there. 

Chairman.]  Can  you  tell  us  what  is  the 
practical  difference  between  the  rate  as  first 
proposed  and  the  reduction  which  was  made 
by  the  Committee  to  Avhich  attention  has  been 
called  ? 

Mr.  Bafour  Browne  (to  the  Witness).]  Can 
you  tell  what  the  practical  result  was  of  the 
reductions  Mr.  Littler  was  putting  ? 

Chairman.]  How  much  it  amounted  to,  in 
fact? 

Witness.]  I  can  hardly  tell  you  that  ac- 
curately, although  we  shall  be  prepared  to 
explain  it  at  a  later  period  of  the  case,  but  of 
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course  the  Acts  speak  for  tliemselves.  The  Acts 
were  [)assed,  and  there  are  certain  figures  in  the 
Acts,  and  it  woidd  be  only  to  compare  the  Bills 
as  originally  introduced  to  see^how  much  short 
that  was. 

2934.  At  any  rate,  you  are  not  prepared  to 
say  at  present? — No;  Mr.  Littler,  I  think, 
has  referred  to  practically  everything  which  deals 
with  that  point,  showing  that  in  the  scale 
originally  proposed  to  the  Committee  the  Com- 
mittee made  certain  deductions  in  favour  of  the 
consumer. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

2935.  And,  as  I  understand,  notwithstanding 
those  reductions,  the  company  took  its  Bill  ? — 
The  companies  took  their  Acts  with  the  clause 
framed  on  the  very  principle  for  which  Serjeant 
Wrangham  had  contended,  and  which  has  been 
supported  by  his  witnesses  in  almost  identical 
phraseology. 

2936.  I  think  you  said  the  Kent  Company  had 
a  Bill  in  1852  ;  but  I  think  the  Kent  Company  did 
not  get  their  rates  fixed  until  1864? — Yes.  I 
think  that  was  so.  The  East  London  were  also  in 
Parliament  in  1852,  but  an  alteration  was  made 
in  their  case  in  1853,  but  as  regards  the  companies 
we  are  dealing  with  their  rates  were  affected  in 
the  way  I  suggest. 

Mr.  Littler.]  That  is  not  so.  Look  at  page 
414.  "  Are  those  rates  in  accordance  with  your 
present  powers  ;  are  they  what  you  have  at  the 
present  time?  (Mr.  Serjeant  Wrangham)  :  You. 
will  hear  from  Mr.  Simpson,  I  believe,  that  those 
are,  practically,  the  same  rates  as  we  take  at 
present." 

(The  Witness  withdrew.) 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne  was  heard  to  address  the 
Committee  in  support  of  Clause  6  of  the  Bill. 

The  Committee-room  was  cleared. 

After  some  time  the  counsel  and  parties  were 
again  called  in. 

Chairman.]  This  is  the  decision  the  Committee 
have  agreed  to.  The  Committee  are  of  opinion 
that  if  this  Bill  should  become  law,  and  if  the 
consideration  to  be  paid  by  the  London  County 
Council  for  the  transfer  of  the  undertaking  is  to 
be  determined  by  arbitration,  the  arbitrators 
should,  in  determining  the  fair  and  reasonable 
value  of  the  undertaking,  have  regard  to  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  as  provided  in  lines  30 
and  31,  page  7,  of  Clause  6,  and  the  Committee 
would  be  willing,  on  consideration  of  the  clause, 
to  introduce,  if  necessary,  other  general  words  in 
order  to  render  it  absolutely  clear  that  the  arbi- 
trators are  not  to  be  precluded  by  any  legal 
objections  from  entertaining  all  the  cii'curastances 
which  they  may  think  it  right  to  take  into  their 
consideration,  say,  for  instance,  the  Report  of  the 
Royal  Conunission  of  1893.  It  is  obvious  that 
such  an  important  document  should  be  open  to 
the  consideration  of  the  arbitrators,  but  the  Com- 
mittee merely  refer  to  this  as  an  illustration  of 
what  they  mean.  As  to  the  subsequent  provisions 
of  Clause  6,  the  Committee  are  not  convinced 
that  they  ai-e  needed  in  order  to  enable  the 
arbitrators  to  take  evidence    upon,   and  have 
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regard  to,  any  or  all  the  matters  therein  referred 
to  if  in  their  discretion  they  should  think  fit  to 
do  so.  The  Committee  do  not  feel  justified  in 
endeavouring  to  influence  in  any  way  the  im- 
partial exercise  of  that  discreti.ai,  and  they  are 
unwilling  by  special  reference  to  particular  cir- 
cumstances to  seem  to  prejudge  their  consideration 
or  by  implication  to  exclude  or  affect  the  con- 
sideration of  any  others  which  may  be  submitted 
to  the  arbitrators.  The  Committee  think  that  it 
should  be  in  the  power  of  the  arbitrators  at  any 
stage  of  their  proceedings  to  obtain  the  decision 
of  a  competent  court  of  law  on  any  questions 
which  they  may  desire  to  submit  for  such  decision, 
and  the  Committee  will  be  ready,  if  necessary,  to 
introduce  words  for  that  purpose  into  the  Bill  in 
case  they  should  declare  the  Preamble  to  be 
proved.  Of  course  we  cannot  proceed  any  further 
to-day,  and  I  do  not  know  whether  it  would  be 
convenient  for  us  to  meet  again  to-moiTow,  or 
whether  counsel  in  the  case  would  wish  to  have 
Ttime  to  consider  the  matter. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  I  think,  speaking  for 
the  promoters,  on  the  whole  a  little  time  to 
consider  your  decision  would  be  of  advantage. 
I  do  not  want  to  say  one  word  about  it  at  this 
instant.  I  think  I  follow  it ;  it  is  a  little  diflScult 
without  having  it  under  one's  eye,  but  I  think  on 
the  whole  it  would  be  convenient  to  give  us  time 
to  consider  it. 

Mr.  Littler.']  Of  course,  as  far  as  the  company 
I  am  speaking  for  is  concerned,  I  must  remind 
the  Committee  that  up  to  the  present  time  they 
have  not  heard  our  arguments  even  against  the 
modified  form  the  Committee  have  arrived  at. 
I  have  certainly  nothing  to  say  against  an 
adjournment,  but  I  want  to  guard  myself  in  that 


way,  that  ujj  to  the  present  moment  we  have  not 
shown  ;  because  it  has  been  for  my  learned  friend 
so  far  to  show  the  Committee  he  was  justified, 
and  the  Committee  liave  indicated  to  a  certain 
extent  what  their  view  is  on  that  matter  ;  but 
we  at  the  present  moment  have  not  been  even 
heard  to  say  one  thing.  For  example,  to  give 
one  illustration ;  I  myself  personally,  as  advocate, 
of  course  have  a  very  strong  opinion  that  it  should 
be  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  and  nothing 
else,  and  as  to  that  Ave  have  not  had  an  opportu- 
nity of  saying  a  word  to  the  Committee  ;  but  I 
do  not  in  the  least  degree  resist  an  adjournment, 
so  far  as  my  clients  are  concerned,  for  the  purpose 
of  considering  what  the  Committee  have  said. 

Chairman.']  Till  what  day  would  you  like,  Mr. 
Balfour  Browne  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Of  course  the  matter 
is  one  of  very  great  importance,  not  only  to  my 
clients  but  to  the  other  side  ;  and  I  think  if  you 
could,  without  inconvenience  to  yourself  and  the 
other  members  of  the  Committee,  give  us  till 
Friday,  that  would  suit. 

Chairman.]  Certainly. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne  ]  One  of  our  committees 
we  want  to  consult  about  the  matter  meets  on 
Thursday  afternoon,  and  if  you  would  adjourn 
to  Friday  morning  we  should  be  in  a  position  to 
deal  witli  the  matter. 

Chairman.]  Certainly,  if  that  would  be  quite 
convenient  to  you. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Thank  you,  Sir. 

["Adjourned  to  Friday  next, 
at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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The  Right  Hon.  D.  PLUNKET  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  Since  your  decision, 
Sir,  on  the  12th  June,  we  have  considered  the 
matter  very  carefully,  of  course.  We  understand 
that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Committee  that 
either  party — that  is,  the  London  County  Council 
or  the  Water  Company — is  to  be  entitled  to 
insist  upon  all  matters  which,  in  the  opinion  of 
either  party,  atfect  the  value  of  the  undertaking, 
as  by  way  of  illustration,  the  report  of  the  JRoyal 
Commission  being  considered  by  the  arbitrator, 
and  that  he  will  be  able  to  give  such  weight  to 
these  matters  as  he  thinks  right.  Of  course  I 
have  the  decision  of  the  Committee — I  do  not 
know  whether  the  honourable  members  have  — 
before  me ;  but  that  is  how  we  interpret  the 
decision. 

Chairman.^  Will  you  mind  repeating  your 
sentence  once  more  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  So  important  is  it  that 
I  have  written  it  down,  and,  therefore,  I  can 
repeat  it  absolutely.  We  understand  that  it  is 
the  mtention  of  the  Committee  that  either  party 
ia  to  be  entitled  to  insist  upon  all  matters  

Mr.  Pope.l  That  was  not  the  Chairman's 
suggestion. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Which,  in  the  opinion 
of  either  party,  affect  the  value  of  the  under- 
taking, as  by  way  of  illustration,  the  Keport  of 
the  Royal  Commission.  I  take  those  words  from 
you,  Sir. 

Chairman.]  Yes. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Being  considered  by  the 
arbitrator,  and  that  he  will  be  able  to  give  such 
weight  to  these  matters  as  he  thinks  right ;  and 
we  see  no  difficulty.  Sir,  in' bringing  up  a  clause 
in  general  terms — again  using  the  words  of  the 
Committee — in  lieu  of  Clause  6,  which  will  carry 
out  that  intention.  You  suggest  that  the  course 
you  were  taking,  which  was  out  of  the  ordinary 
course  to  some  extent,  would  or  might  shorten 
the  proceedings,  and,  so  far  as  the  promoters 
are  concerned,  it  has  had  that  effect.  We  con- 
sider (of  course  we  may  be  wrong)  that  you 
accept  the  jn-oposition  ;  that  we  have  made  out  a 
prima  facie  case  for  transfer  of  the  undertakings 
to  the  County  Council. 

Cliairmrm.]  You  mean  subject  to  what  may  ])e 
said  on  the  other  side  ? 

Mr.  Bnlfonr  Browne.]  I  quahfy  it  immediately; 
a  pririid  facie  case  only  so  far  as  the  promoters 
384.  ^ 


are  concerned,  for  transfer  to  the  County  Council 
upon  terms  to  be  agreed,  or  failing  agreement,  to 
be  determined  by  arbitration  under  a  clause  in 
conformity  with  your  decision  or  suggestion, 
because  my  learned  friends  rightly  say  it  is  not  a 
final  decision  of  course.  If  we  ai-e  right.  Sir, 
that  is  the  preamble  of  the  Bill.  Of  course  you 
will  have  to  hear  what  the  opponents  have  to  say 
against  the  preamble  of  the  Bill,  but  under  the 
circumstances,  and  having  regard  to  the  time  at 
our  disposal,  we  do  not  propose  to  offer  any 
fiu'ther  evidence  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings. 
When  we  come  to  clauses  it  may  be  necessary,  of 
course,  to  ask  you  to  hear  further  evidence  on 
the  preamble,  unless  there  are  any  points  con- 
nected with  the  preamble  on  which  you  desire 
further  information.  I  hear  my  learned  friends 
say  we  must  use  our  own  discretion.  I  am  per- 
fectly prepared  to  use  my  own  discretion  and 
close  my  case  so  far  as  the  preavnble  is  concerned, 
but  a  part  of  my  discretion  bids  me  say  that  if 
there  is  anything  the  Committee  wants  further 
information  upon,  if  we  have  the  evidence  here 
we  are  quite  willing  to  call  it,  but  if  the  Com- 
mittee says  nothing  to  that,  I  am  prepared  to 
close  my  case,  and  then  it  will  be  for  the  oppo- 
nents of  the  Bill  to  show  you  that  the  preamble 
is  untrue. 

Chairman.]  As  regards  the  last  matter  you 
have  brought  before  the  Committee,  of  course 
that  is  as  you  yourself  admit  entirely  in  your 
own  discretion."  You  know  much  better  than  I 
can  know  what  are  the  issues  raised  between  the 
promoters  of  the  Bill  and  the  petitions  presented 
against  it,  and  if  you  consider,  subject  to  what  I 
have  to  refer  to  presently,  you  have  given  as  much 
evidence  as  you  please ;  that  is  of  course  for 
yourselves  to  decide.  As  regards  the  view  of 
the  Committee,  we  did,  I  think,  mean  to  convey 
to  you  that  subject,  as  you  say  yourself,  to  what 
may  be  said  on  the  other  side,  there  was  a  prima 
facie  case  as  the  Bill  was  sent  to  us,  without 
expressing  any  opinions  of  our  own  individually 
on  the  policy  of  the  matter,  for  transfer  to  a 
central  authority,  and  in  the  absence  of  any 
alternative  central  body  clearly  proposed  by  the 
petitions  against  the  Bill,  we  thought  that  we 
could  not  go  into  the  setting  up  of  such  an  alter- 
native centi-al  authority  at  this  stage,  whatever 
individual  opinions  the  members  of  the  Committee 
might  have,  on  which  you  remember  I  carefully 
guarded  myself  from   expressing  any  opinion. 
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It  will  therefore,  of  course,  be  open  to  the 
opponents  of  the  Bill  to  make  any  case  they  can 
upon  their  petitions  and  upon  the  Bill  against 
the  preamble  being  declared  proved.  But  as 
regards  the  first  proposition  that  you  have  sub- 
mitted to  us  as  your  view  of  the  decision  we 
arrived  ;it  the  other  day,  I  understand  you  to 
say  that  you  think  if  the  construction  you  put 
upon  our  decision  is  the  right  one,  you  will  be 
able  to  bring  up  ^vords  when  we  come  to  that 
clause  which  wdl  be  satisfactory  to  you — general 
words  that  is  to  say  ;  but,  however,  of  course, 
the  pai'ticular  point  upon  which  you  desire 
enlightenment  at  present  is  what  we  intended  by 
the  decision  at  which  we  arrived.        •  i  'l\'!yi . . 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.\  That  is  so.  Sir. 

Chairman.]  And  what  you  say  is  this,  that 
each  side  should  have  the  right  to  insist  on  all 
matters  which,  "  in  the  opinion  of  either  party 
affect  the  value  of  the  undertaking,  as  by  way  of 
illustration,  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission 
being  considered  by  the  arbitrator,  and  that  he 
will  be  able  to  give  such  weight  to  those  matters 
as  he  thinks  fit."  Of  course,  there  may  be  a  little 
ambiguity  in  the   word    "  consider,"  which  I 
should  say  probably  it  would  not  be  easy  to 
define  in  words  exactly  until  you  propose  the 
words  in  the  clause  to  which  you  refer ;  but  the 
only  qualification  I  should  like  to  make  to  the 
construction  which  you  have  put  upon  our  words 
is  that  you  must  remember  in  a  subsequent  part 
of  the  decision,  in  addition  to  what  you  have 
already  referred  to,  there  are  these  words  :  "  As 
to  the  subsequent  pro,visions  of  Clause  6,  the 
Committee  are  not  convinced  they  are  needed  in 
order  to  enable  the  arbitrators  to  take  evidence 
upon,  and  have  regard  to,  any  or  all  of  the 
matters  therein  referred  to,  if  in  their  discretion 
they  should  think  fit  to  do  so."  That  is  to  say,  to 
take  evidence  or  give  weight  to;  therefore,  under 
this  decision,   while  it  will  be  ia  the  right  of 
either  side  to  require  in  the  first  place  that  the 
arbitrator  should  have  regard  to  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  when  he  comes  to  decide  what 
he  considers  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  it 
will  be  the  right,  according  to  the  decision  which 
we  have  given,  of  either  party  to  submit  to  him 
whatever  they  may  think  right,  and  in  that  sense 
he  is  to  consider  it.    But  when  those  considera- 
tions have  been  submitted  to  him,  it  will  be  for 
him  to  decide  whether  he  is  to  take  evidence 
upon,  and  have  regard  to  all  or  any  of  the 
matters,  if  in  their  discretion  (that  is  in  the 
discretion  of  the  arbitrators)  they  should  think 
fit  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  Of  course,  I  have  no 
right  to  cross-examine  the  Committee. 

xV  Chairman.]  I  think  that  is  as  far  almost  as  I 
can  go  at  present ;  you  must  take  the  decision  as 
we  have  given  it.  It  was  the  result  of  very 
cai'eful  consideration,  and  endeavouring  to  do 
what  was  fair  and  right  as  between  the  two 
parties. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  do  not  know  whether 
you  will  allow  me  to  say,  Sir,  that  what  we  think 
is  that  the  arbitrator  should  be  asked  by  Parlia  ■ 
ment  to  hear  everything  that  either  party  thinks 
is  essential,  but  that  the  arbitrator,  of  course,  is 


not  to  be  bound  to  act  upon  either  party's  sugges- 
tion. 

Chairman.]  I  have  not  considered  the  words 
as  you  have  submitted  them  to  me  now,  but  the 
Avords  which  we  have  given  here  are,  I  think, 
amply  clear,  and  I  go  with  you  as  far  as  to  say 
thar  Ave  did  consider  it  was  the  right  of  the  arbi- 
trator to  listen  to  what  might  be  put  before  him 
as  matters  which  ousrht  or  ought  not  to  be  ffone 
into,  but  that  the  parties  on  either  side,  having 
stated  their  views,  it  would  be  for  the  arbitrators 
to  say  how  far,  if  at  all,  they  would  go  into  evi- 
dence ;  and  how  far,  if  at  all,  they  would  give 
weight  to  the  representations  made.  And,  as 
you  will  see,  we  distinctly  guarded  ourselves  in 
the  smallest  degree  against  prejudging  what 
decisions  the  arbitrator  may  come  to. 

Mr.  Balfovr  Browne]  I  think,  Sir,  with  the 
assistance  you  have  given  us  now,  we  shall  be 
able  to  bring  up  a  clause.  ' 

Mr.  Pope.]  May  I  say.  Sir,  as  representing 
some  of  the  water  companies,  my  learned  friend 
must,  of  course,  exercise  his  OAvn  discretion  as 
to  whether  this  closes  his  case,  or  does  not,  in 
support  of  his  preamble.  I  must  protest  respect- 
fully that  the  Committee  are  not  to  throAv  out 
to  him  any  hint  as  to  where  his  proof  of  preamble 
is  short  in  order  that  he  may  supj)ly  it  to  their 
satisfaction.     He  must  use  his  own  discretion. 
In  that  view,  then,  I  may  say  at  once  that  this 
decision  of  my  learned   friends,  although,  of 
course,  to  those  of   us  Avho  have  considerable 
experience  it  has  been  a  contingency  which  has 
appeared  to  be  possible  as  a  matter  of  tactics 
and  advocacy,  it  has  to  some  of  the  opponents 
come,  to  a  certain  extent,  as  a  matter  of  siu-- 
prise  as  regards  the  arrangement  of  their  case, 
and  the  mode  in  which  it  should  be  submitted  to 
the  Committee.    I  take  it  we,  having  looked  at 
the  suggestion,  I  will  not  call  it  a  decision,  of  the 
Committee  the  other  day,  it  means  this,  that  it 
was  an  intimation  to  the  promoters  that  come 
what  might  of  the  general  principles  of  the  Bill, 
you  Avould  not  assent  to  giving  them  the  power 
to  purchase  on  any  better  terms,  at  all  events, 
than  those  which  were  included  in  the  memo- 
randum you  submitted  to  us.    In  other  Avords, 
that  the  special  instruction  to  be  given  1o  the 
arbitrators,  Avhich  was  the  substance  of  Clause  6 
in  the  one  Bill  and  of  Clause  7  in  the  other, 
should  be  struck  out,  and  it  should  be  left  to 
general  expressions  to  be  addressed  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  arbitrators.  That  leaves,  of  course, 
the  Avhole  question  of  preamble  open  to  the  oppo- 
nents of  the  Bill.     It  also  leaves  the  whole 
question  of  any  suggestion  which  the  opponents 
may  have  to  make,  directed  even  to  that  Avhich 
the  Committee  have  intimated  to  the  promoters 
as  being  an  improper  mode  of  dealing  with  the 
question,  still  open  to  them  to  urge  before  the 
Committee.    Noav,  if  you  will  follow  me  for  one 
moment,  I  Avill  explain  to  you  exactly  what 
appears  to  us  to  be  the  position  of  the  opponents 
noAV  Avithout  one  single  Avord  of  argument  as  to 
whether  the  decision,  or  the  suggestion  of  the 
Committee,  or  my  learned  friends'  interpretation 
of  it,  is  just  or  proper.    That  will  come  by  and 
by  when  we  have  to  deal  with  our  case.  My 
learned  friend  has  closed  his,  and  you  are  noAV 
going  to  consider  the  case   of  the  opponents 
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against  the  preamble  of  the  Bill  entirely  at  large. 
I  will  take  one  of  the  Bills  which  is  before  you, 
the  Lambeth  Bill,  although  it  is  not  the  Bill  I 
am  personally  interested  in ;  but  I  lake  that  first, 
because  it  comes  first  to  my  hand,  and  the 
important  clause  in  the  preamble,  which  of  course 
we  shall  have  to  discuss,  you  will  find  on  page  4 
of  the  Lambeth  Water  Transfer  Bill,  at  line  8. 

Chairman.'^  I  do  not  understand  that  you  are 
opening  your  case  now. 

Mr.  rope.l  Not  in  the  least,  sir  ;  I  am  only 
defining  the  position  of  the  opponents,  that  is 
all ;  the  view  we  take  of  the  position  of  the 
matter  now  that  my  learned  friend  has  closed 
his  case  on  the  preamble,  not  in  the  sense  of 
advocacy  at  all  but  of  explanation.    If  you  will 
kindly  refer  to  line  8,  the  important  paragraph 
begins,  and  I  will  explain  to  you  in  a  very  few 
words  what  we  conceive  to  be  our  position  upon 
that  paragraph:  "and  whereas  it  is  expedient 
that  provisions  such  as  are  in  this  Act  contained 
should  be  made  for  the  transfer  of  the  undertak- 
ing of  the  Lambeth  Company,  as  defined  by  this 
Act,  to  the  Loudon  County  Council."    I  pause 
there  for  a  moment.    It  appears,  therefore,  to  us, 
sir,  obvious  that  the  phraseology  of  that  pre- 
amble (and  I  am  not,  oi  course,  dealing  now  with 
any  of  the  paragraphs  m  either  preamble  which 
are  special  to  the  particular  company).  My 
learned  friend  Mr.  Biddei%  you  will  remember 
in  cross-examining,  called  attention  to  certain 
jDrovisions  of  the  preamble  in  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Bill  which  are  special  to  the  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Company,  and  I  am  not  deal- 
ing with  those  in  the  least  now ;  but  all  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  are  by  that  phraseology 
made  part  of,  so  to  speak,  the  preamble,  so  that 
the  position  appears  to  us  to  be  rather  more  analo- 
gous than  is  usual  before  a  Committee  of  the 
House  of  Commons  to  the  former  procedure 
which  the  House  of  Lords  adopted,  namely, 
postponing  the  preamble  until  they  settled  the 
provisions  of  the  Bill.    In  this  case  it  is  obvious 
jow  must  do  so,  liecause  the  very  words  of  the 
preamble  are  that  the  provisions  of  the  Bill  are 
to  be  enacted  as  the  conditions  of  the  transfer. 
You  know,  sir,  in  this  House  usually  the  Com- 
mittee declares  the  preamble  proved,  and  then 
goes  on  to  discuss  clauses.    In  the  other  House 
"  the  practice  is  to  say  the  Bill  may  proceed  ;  that 
is,  they  proceed  to  discuss  the  provisions  of  the 
Bill  before  they  finally  conclude  that  the  pre- 
amble is  proved.    Now,  it  seems  to  us  that  this 
phraseology,  "  That  it  is  expedient  that  provi- 
sions such  as  are  in  this  Act  contained  should 
be  made  for  the  transfer,"  imports  those  provi- 
sions into  the  preamble  as  preamble  matter,  and, 
therefore,  in  discussing  the  preamble,  of  course 
it  becomes  an  important  matter  that  we  should 
discuss  what  are  the  conditions  upon  which  the 
transfer  is  to  be  authorised.    So  far,  therefore, 
come  certain  questions.    For  instance,  upon  that 
part  of  the  preamble  I  should  say  there  may 
•tirise  three  questions  to  be  discussed  :  one  the 
question  of  arbitration  ;  whether  it  be,  as  origin- 
ally proposed,  or  as  you  suggested  to  the  pro- 
moters, is  the  only  form  in  which  it  would  meet 
with  your  acceptance.    That  we  are  open  to 
discuss  when  we  con  e  to  deal  with  our  view  of  the 
preamble. 
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Then,  again,  there  is  the  further  question  how 
far  the  transfer  of  the  undertaking  is  to  aflPect  or 
interfere  with  the  debenture  securities  of  the 
various  companies.  That  will  be  a  condition 
which  must  be  discussed  on  the  preamble.  I 
know  that  my  learned  friend,  in  discussing  that 
question — I  think  one  of  his  witnesses  said  that 
he  would  give  to  the  companies  pretty  much  what 
they  might  ask  in  the  way  of  security  for  their 
debenture  shareholders ;  but  if  that  cannot  be 
done,  or  if  there  be  in  the  opinion  of  the  Com- 
mittee difficulty  in  doing  it,  that  is  an  argument 
against  the  preamble  which  involves  the  question 
of  the  conditions  on  which  transfer  is  to  be 
effected.  So,  also,  whether  the  transfer  is  to  be 
of  one  company  at  a  time,  or  is  to  be  only 
authorised  in  the  event  of  the  council  accepting 
the  resp  nsibihty  of  purchasing  the  whole,  so  as 
to  constitute  a  coherent  and  homogeneous  water 
authority  for  the  metro[iolis.  That  is  a  question 
again  on  the  preamble  which  would  arise  under 
those  particular  words ;  and  pursuing  that  a 
single  step  further,  the  preamble  alleges  that 
the  transfer  is  to  be  made  to  the  London  County 
Council.  Now,  we  do  not  understand  you  to 
have  decided  that  as  a  preamble  question,  but  we 
do  understand  that  what  you  said  was  that  in  the 
absence  of  the  suggestion  of  an  alternative  water 
authority  you  would  proceed  with  the  discussion, 
at  all  events,  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
London  County  Council  are  the  only  authority 
.asking  at  present.  It  is  quite  open  to  us,  we 
submit,  to  say,  not  such,  and  such  and  such  a  con- 
stitution would  be  the  right  constitution  for  the 
water  authority,  because  nobody  has  got  a  Bill 
before  this  Committee  promoting  such  a  consti- 
tution, but  we  are  clearly  entitled  to  say  that 
inherently  the  London  County  Council  is  an  im- 
proper body  to  whom  such  a  power  could  be 
entrusted,  and  that  is  what  we  propose  to  do. 
But,  sir,  that  latter  point  really  brings  me  to 
the  course  which  we  have  felt  we  ought  to  press 
upon  the  Committee.  The  question  of  whether 
the  London  County  Council  is  an  improper  body 
to  be  entrusted  with  these  powers  is  not  so 
strong  in  the  mouths  of  those  who  are  to  be  pur- 
chased and  extinguished  as  it  would  be  in  the 
mouths  of  those  who  are  to  be  left  alive,  and 
affected  by  the  transfer  after  it  is  made,  and  our 
view,  therefore,  is  that  the  main  argument  upcn 
that  part  of  the  question  (T  do  not  say  the  sole 
argument  but  the  main  argument),  upon  that  part 
of  the  question  really  aj^pears  to  lie  in  the 
mouths  of  the  outside  authorities  who  have  not 
agreed  with  tlie  county  council.  My  learned 
friend,  I  noticed,  in  the  observations  he  made 
the  other  day,  to  which  I  listened  very  care- 
fully  

(  hairinan.j  You  must  remember  you  have 
told  us  this  is  not  the  opening  of  your  case,  and 
you  must  not,  please,  indicate  your  arguments. 

Mr.  Pope.^  Quite  so,  sir  ;  I  am  only  pointing 
out  this  :  that  they  are  obviously  parties  who 
ought  to  raise,  and  who  desire  under  their 
petitions  to  raise,  the  question  of  the  impro- 
priety of  the  county  council  being  authorised. 
So  do  we.  That  leads  me  to  really  what  is  now 
my  desire  to  submit,  namely,  what  course  the 
Committee  will  take  upon  the  sudden  cessation 
of  my  learned  friend's  case.    I  shall  ask  you,  sir, 
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and  I  think  I  sliall  be  supported  by  all  the 
■opponents,  to  allow  us  an  adjournment  until  an 
early  day  next  week  mainly  in  order  that  the 
outside  authorities  may  have  an  opportunity  of 
considering  their  view  of  the  question;  it  is 
rather  theirs  than  ours  ;  we  can  raise  it.  It  is 
in  our  petitions,  and  if  it  should  be  necessary  we 
would  argue  it ;  but  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouths 
of  the  water  companies,  who  are  to  be  bought, 
so  much  as  it  does  in  the  mouths  of  the  outside 
authorities.  Those  odtside  authorities  have  been 
lying  aside.  I  do  not  know  whether  they  have 
been  present ;  some  of  them  have  been  repre- 
sented, some  of  them  have  not.  I  think  that  you 
might  reasonably  say  that  they  ought  to  makeup 
their  minds,  now  that  the  case  for  the  preamble 
is  closed,  whether  they  are  going  to  intervene  to 
discuss  that  question  at  all,  or  not  ;  but  I  think 
I  am  justified  in  saying  that  they  at  least  have 
not  anticipated  this  decision  of  the  promoters  to 
the  extent  of  providing  themselves  with  the  wit- 
nesses and  counsel  Avhich  they  might  desire.  My 
proposition,  therefore,  is  this  :  that  the  whole  pre- 
amble being  open  to  us,  that  the  water  companies 
believing  that  the  tliree  questions  I  have  men- 
tioned are  vital  to  the  discussion,  namely,  what 
are  the  provisions  of  arbitration,  what  are  the 
provisions  in  respect  of  their  debenture  holders, 
what  protection  are  they  to  have  as  regards  the 
purchase  of  the  whole  rather  than  the  purchase 
of  separate  members,  and  the  breaking  up  of  the 
community  in  sections,  that  we  should  be  allowed 
now  until  au  early  day  next  week  (I  do  not  care 
how  eai'ly)  to  consider  what  are  the  witnesses,  if 
any,  which  we  think  it  desirable  Ave  should  bring 
before  the  Committee,  and,  above  all,  that  we 
should  allow  the  outside  authorities  to  take  into 
consideration  their  view  of  the  case,  and  see 
whether  they  do  now  desire  to  intervene  upon 
that  question  of  whether  the  county  council 
ought  to  be  the  body  or  not. 

Mr.  Littler.']  I  sluiuld  like  to  say  with  regard 
to  that  that  certainly  the  preamble  discussion 
having  Come  to  so  sudden  a  close  it  is  very  desir- 
able one  should  have  an  opportunity  of  looking 
at  the  evidence  in  a  different  light  to  what  one 
did  before,  to  see  what  points  there  really  are 
to  be  met  by  evidence,  and  what  are  now 
really  matters  of  argument,  because  it  will 
make  a  very  great  deal  of  difference  to  the  time 
of  the  Committee  if  we  were  to  come  to  the 
conclusion  that,  after  all,  having  regard  to  the 
fact  that  there  is  merely  a  prima  facie  case, 
as  my  learned  friend  says,  and  I  am  afraid 
in  some  respects  he  will  have  to  look  for  it 
with  a  microscope  (I  cannot  say  there  is  none) ; 
but  at  all  events  he  says  there  is  a  prima  facie 
case  (and  I  am  not  going  to  say  there  is  not)  ;  at 
all  events,  that  being  the  case,  I  think  it  would 
he  very  undesirable  we  should  begin  launching 
at  your  heads  a  number  of  witnesses  when  pos- 
sibly, on  consideration,  we  may  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  we  need  call  no  witnesses. 

Mr.  Pember.']  I  have  the  honour  of  appearing 
for  the  Lambeth  Company  whose  property  is  in 
question  before  you,  and  they  desire  me,  while  I 
thoroughly  endorse  all  that  fell  from  my  learned 
friend  Mr.  Pope,  to  emphasise  one  or  two  points 
we  should  like  to  raise,  without  for  one  moment 
opening  my  case  or  arguing  upon  them.    I  also 


appear  for  some  other  v\ater  companies,  and  also 
for  the  Kent  county  authorities,  and  I  should 
like  to  say  a  word  on  their  behalf.  Of  course  I 
desire,  on  the  part  both  of  the  four  companies 
for  whom  I  appear,  and  also  for  the  Kent  autho- 
rities, to  raise,  and  raise  very  earnestly  before 
you,  the  question  exactly  as  Mr.  Foiie  has  put  it 
with  regard  to  the  London  County  Council,  as 
to  whether  they  are  inherently,  as  he  says,  the 
proper  body.  We  are  not  prepared  to  put  any 
alternate  scheme  before  you,  but,  as  Mr.  Pope 
says,  we  consider  we  are  fully  entit'ed  to  put 
before  you  tids  question,  that,  whoever  is  to  be 
the  proper  authority,  the  county  council  is  not 
the  proper  body.  Both  for  the  water  comj)anies, 
and  also  for  the  Kent  authorities,  I  should  like 
to  put  that.  1  should  also  wish  to  put  the  same 
question  that  he  has  put  as  to  the  position  of  the 
debenture,  holders  in  the  purchase  ;  and,  thirdly, 
we  wish  to  put  very  strongly  before  you,  indeed, 
the  absolute  impropriety  (though  perhaps  using 
the  word  "  impropriety  "  rather  tends  in  the  direc- 
tion of  argument,  so  I  will  call  it  inadmissibility) 
of  allowing  the  purchase  of  one  or  more  companies 
without  pitrchasing  the  whole.  We,  I  think> 
shall  be  able  to  show  you  that  that  is  absolutely 
contrary  to  one  of  the  most  express  decisions  o£ 
Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee  two  or 
three  years  ago.  Lastly,  we  wish  to  put  before 
you.  with  equal  strength  the  question,  which  is 
obviously  a  preamble  question,  too,  of  the 
transfer  before  payment.  As  my  learned  friend 
Mr.  Pope  has  put  it,  the  pi'eamble  of  this  Bill  is 
a  peculiar  preamble,  and  asks  for  the  assent  o£ 
Parliament  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  em- 
bodied in  the  clause.  Now,  one  of  the  strangest 
terms,  to  my  thinking,  m  the  whole  arrangement 
of  the  clauses  is  that  they  propose  to  take  away 
my  property  before  they  pay  me  the  purchase- 
money,  or  even,  as  my  learned  friend  Mr.  Littler 
says,  before  they  have  got  the  money  them- 
selves, because,  as  I  ventured  to  suggest  to  one 
or  two  witnesses  the  other  day,  30,000,000/.  or 
40,000,000/.  of  money  does  not  grow  on  every 
gooseberry- bush,  even  in  the  city  of  London.  I 
think  those  are  the  points  we  should  wish  to  raise 
before  you.  1  leave  for  the  moment  altogether 
the  question  of  what  your  suggestion  the  other 
day  may  be  taken  properly  to  mean.  But  f  may, 
perhaps,  just  say  that  my  learned  (riend  con-, 
gratulates  himself,  perhaps  somewhat  prema- 
turely, on  having  correctly  interpreted  it,  but  I 
have  said  I  will  not  argue  any  question,  and  I 
will  not  argue  that  now. 

I  also  endorse  the  desire  for  a  certain  amount 
of  adjournment  in  order  that  we  may  be  able  to 
shape  our  cases,  and,  perhaps,  while  I  am  on  that 
point,  I  might  say  that  I  hold  personally  a  very 
strong  view  tiiat  the  various  county  authorities 
should  precede  in  their  opposition  the  opposition 
of  the  various  water  companies,  because,  although 
I  appear  for  one  of  them,  if  I  may  say  so,  they 
cannot  have  the  same  hostility  to  the  Bill  which 
the  water  companies  have.  County  authorities 
are  quasi-hoii^e,  of  course,  and  the  water  com- 
panies ought  not  to  have  their  opposition  coming^ 
behind  theirs  to  the  Bill.  We  think  that  the 
various  county  authorities'  opposition  shotdd  pre- 
cede that  of  the  water  companies,  because  thej 
are  not  the  same  out-and-out  opponents  to  the 
Bill.    Of  course,  where  they  own  waterworks, 
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they  also  have  elements  in  their  opposition  which 
are  hostile  to  the  water  companies,  and  it  would 
-not  he  fair  that  the  water  companies  should  have 
behind  them  an  opposition  coming  finally  as  an 
opposition  to  the  Bill,  but  which  might  involve  a 
certain  review  of  the  water  companies'  own  case. 
I  raised  the  same  point  before  Sir  Matthew 
White  llidley's  Committee  two  or  three  years 
ago,  and  the  answer  there  was  the  answer  I 
venture  to  assume  you  will  give  on  this  occasion, 
viz.,  that  the  water  companies  should  be  allowed 
to  come  last.  As  to  the  order  in  which  the 
water  companies  should  go  I  myself  am  more  or 
iess  indifferent  except  that  I  have  a  certain  claim 
to  choose  my  own  position,  inasmuch  as  the  Bill 
before  you  is  the  Lambeth  Bill,  and  I  have  the 
honour  of  being  counsel  for  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany ;  but  whether  I  go  first  or  last  I  do  not  so 
much  care,  but  I  should  claim  to  go  in  one  or 
other  of  those  emphatic  positions. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.']  Speaking  for  the  County 
Council  of  Middlesex,  I  wish  to  endorse  what  has 
fallen  from  my  learned  friend  Mr.  Pember,  and 
to  say  that  the  council  recognise  it  would  be 
convenient  that  the  county  authorities  should  be 
beard  first  on  this  Bill. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  May  I  say  that,  so  far 
as  the  application  of  the  county  authorities  is 
concerned  for  an  adjournment,  we  have  nothing 
to  say  against  it.  Mr.  Pember  represents  the 
authority  of  Kent,  and  of  course  he  has  a  right, 
I  think,  as  Mr.  Pope  said,  and  it  lies  in  his 
mouth  to  say  something  about  the  County 
Council  not  being  the  proper  body.  I  do  not 
exactly  understand  why  my  learned  friend  Mr. 
Pope,  speaking  for  the  water  companies,  made 
the  application,  but  I  do  not  Ciire  about  that  1 
have  not  the  least  objection  to  postpone  the 
further  hearing  of  this  case  until,  I  think  you 
said,  Wednesday.  ,jn  .^',1 

Mr.  Pope.]  No,  I  did  not  venture  to  name  a 
day. 

Mr.  Pember.]  Nor  I  either,  for  I  really 
thought  it  might  have  been  a  matter  of  personal 
convenience  to  the  Committee  not  perhaps  to 
meet  quite  so  early  as  Wednesday  of  next  week. 

Chairman.]  But  the  time  is  flying. 
Mr.  Pember.]  Wednesday  would  suit  me  per- 
fectly well. 

Cliairnian.]  I  understand  for  the  County 
Council  you  would  have  no  objection  to  a  post- 
ponement, say  to  Tuesday,  Mr.  Browne. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  None  at  all,  sir. 

Chairman.]  Then  as  regards  the  question  of 
adopting  in  this  case  the  procedure  of  the  House 
of  Lords,  which  has  been  referred  to  by  Mr. 
Pope,  have  you  anything  to  say  upon  that  ? 

Mr.  Halfoiir  Browne.]  As  to  postponing  the 
preamble.  Of  course,  even  in  the  House  of 
Lords  the  case  for  the  Preamble  is  always  made 
out  first,  and  their  Lordships  declare  either  that 
you  are  not  to  proceed  with  the  Bill,  or  that  you 
are  to  proceed  with  the  Bill.  Exactly  the  same 
course  has  been  followed  here.  We  have  laid 
before  you  evidence  which,  as  I  say,  makes  a 
primd  facie  case  for  the  preamble.  I  do  not  care 
whether  you  declare  it  proved  after  vou  have 
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heard  my  learned  friend's  case  or  say  you  post- 
pone it.-  I  think  perhaps,  on  the  whole,  the 
better  course  would  be  that  proposed  by  my 
learned  friends,  I  have  not  the  least  objection 
to  postponing  the  Preamble,  and  we  can  settle 
the  preamble  after  the  clauses  have  been  gone 
into,  but,  of  course,  it  will  be  understood  that  we 
are  discussing  clauses.  If  we  postpone  the  pre- 
amble, and  they  will  come  and  discuss  clauses 
with  us,  we  are  quite  willing  to  discuss  them 
with  them,  and  we  will  submit  clauses  to  them  if 
they  will  submit  clauses  to  us. 

Mr.  Pope.]  It  really  makes  no  difference  now. 

Chairman.]  You  must  amplify  what  you  say  a 
little,  Mr.  Browne.  I  do  not  know  whether  the 
other  members  of  the  Committee  have  had  recent 
experience,  but  I  have  not,  unfortunately,  of 
presiding  over,  or  taking  part  in,  a  Committee  of 
this  kind,  and  therefore  I  really  do  not  know 
what  the  practice  is. 

Mr.  Baljonr  Browne.]  The  practice  is  in  your 
House,  that  you  declare  the  Preamble  proved. 
Formerly  anyone  who  stayed  after  that  declara- 
tion and  discussed  clauses  was  precluded  from 
discussing  the  principle  of  the  Bill  in  the  other 
House.  They  could  be  heard  on  clauses  again, 
but  the  fact  that  they  had  remained  in  the  room 
after  the  Preamble  was  declared  proved,  was 
held  to  be  an  acceptance  of  the  principle  of  the 
Bill.  A  Standing  Order  has  now  been  passed  to 
say  that  that  shall  not  have  effect,  but  still  as  a 
fact,  it  does  weigh  with  Committees  that  if  you 
stay  in  the  room  and  discuss  clauses,  you  are  to 
some  extent  giving  away  your  case  against  the 
])rinciple  of  the  Bill,  and  I  should  say  if  we  werit 
to  the  other  House:  "  ii  is  quite  true,  my  learned 
friends  asked  the  Committee  to  postpone  the 
Preamble,  but  they  did  discuss  clauses  ;  they  got 
the  best  terms  they  possibly  could  on  the  clauses, 
and  to  that  extent  they  have  given  up  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  preamble  of  the  Bill."  That  is  what 
I  should  say.  So  far  as  the  question  of  adjourn- 
ment is  concerned,  I  only  suggested  Wednesday 
because  I  thought  one  of  my  learned  friends  had 
said  it,  and  because  the  meeting  of  the  County 
Council  of  London  takes  place  on  Tuesday,  and 
it  would  give  us  an  opi'ortunity  of  consulting 
the  Coimc  il,  if  necessary,  about  the  Bill  before 
you  met  again  ;  that  is  the  only  reason  really  I 
had  for  suggesting  Wednesday.  ^ 

Mr.  Bidder.]  May  I  mention  as  a  matter  of 
practice,  not  only  in  the  House  of  Lords,  but  in 
this  House,  one  Committee,  the  Police  and  Sani- 
tary Committee,  is  habitually  in  the  habit  of 
postponing  the  Preamble  of  the  Bill  until  they 
have  ffone  through  the  whole  Bill. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Is  that  necessary  ?  ■  ' 

Mr.  Littler.]  And  is  never  recognised  as  pre- 
judicing anyone.  I  think  it  ought  to  be  under- 
stood if  we  f  or  the  convenience  of  the  Committee 
adopt  this  course,  we  shall  not  be  prejudiced  in 
the  other  House. 

Mr.  /  'ope.]  I  do  not  think  it  is  worth  dis- 
cussing, because  how  on  earth  the  discussion  of 
provisions  in  a  Bill  which  are  declared  in  the 
Preamble  itself  to  be  the  conditions  upon  which 
you  authorised  the  transfer  can  be  held  to  be 
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anything  but  preamble,  I  am  unable  to  under- 
stand. 

Chairman. 1  must  say  it  had  struck  me  in 
reading  the  Bill  that  the  construction  of  the 
Preamble  was  in  that  respect,  I  will  not  say  un- 
usual ;  because  1  do  not  know  about  that  ;  but 
a1  all  events,  peculiar,  because  the  heart  of  the 
Bill  as  we  supposed  it  to  be  at  the  time,  was  put 
in  a  kind  of  parenthesis  "  provision  such  as  those 
in  the  Act  contained."  1  do  not  know  ;  but  it 
would  appear  to  me,  if  there  is  no  objection  on 
the  other  side  (I  should  like  to  consult  my  col- 
leagues before  finally  coming  to  a  conclusion 
upon  it)  that  the  course  suggested  by  Mr.  Pope 
might  not  be  a  convenient  course  to  adopt.  But 
at  the  same  time  I  think,  as  has  been  said  by  Mr. 
Littler,  that  it  should  be  understood  that  it  is  not 
to  prejudice  people  in  the  other  House.  We 
have  no  control  over  that  other  place,  and  there- 
fore if  Mr.  Fope's  clients  adopt  that  course  they 
must  do  it  upon  their  own  responsibility.  But 
have  you  anything  to  say,  Mr.  Browne,  before 
thn  Committee  clear  the  room  in  order  to  consult 
on  the  suggestion  that  one  part  of  the  case  should 
be  taken  first. 

Mr.  Balfuur  Browne.]  I  am  entirely  indifferent 
as  to  that ;  whatever  suits  the  convenience  of  my 
learned  friends  I  will  agree  to. 

The  Committee  Room  was  cleared. 

After  a  short  time  Counsel  and  Parties  were 
again  called  in. 

Chairman.']  Before  informing  Counsel  of  the 
decision  at  which  the  Committee  have  arrived  on 
the  three  subjects  which  were  brought  under 
their  notice  just  noAv,  I  wish  to  refer  to  one 
expression  which  fell  from  Mr.  Pope,  and  for 
fear  of  their  being  any  ambiguity  at  a  future 
time,  I  will  quote  his  words.  He  said,  referring 
to  the  decision  at  which  the  Committee  had 
arrived  on  the  last  day,  he  understood  "  that  the 
special  instruction  to  be  given  to  the  arbitrators, 
which  was  the  substance  of  Clause  6,  should  be 
struck  out."  No  doubt  what  he  intended  to  refer 
to  there  was  the  concluding  part. 

Mr.  Pope.]  Clearly. 

Chairman.]  That,  he  went  on  to  say,  "  should 
be  struck  out,  and  it  should  be  left  to  general  ex- 
pressions to  be  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the 
arbitrators."  On  that  I  only  Avish  to  recall  at- 
tention to  the  exact  words  of  the  decision  at  which 
we  have  arrived.  I  will  only  read  the  part  of  it 
which  applies  here.  It  is  this,  that  "  the  arbi- 
trators should  in  determining  the  fair  and  reason- 
able value  of  the  undertaking  have  regard  to  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  as  provided  in  lines 
30  and  31,  page  7  of  Clause  6,  and  the  Committee 


would  be  willing  on  consideration  of  the  Clause  to 
introduce,  if  necessary,  other  general  words  "  and 
so  on.  As  to  the  remarks  which  Mr.  Pope  made 
upon  that  part  of  the  case,  it  stands  thus  really  up 
to  the  present ;  all  we  have  done  is  that  we  have 
upon  the  promoter's  statement  of  the  case  come 
to  a  conclusion,  and  with  the  view  of  preventing 
unnecessary  waste  of  time  we  have  declared  that 
conclusion — that  as  regnrds  the  part  of  Clause  6, 
subsequent  to  the  lines  I  have  referred  to  here ; 
we  are  not  disposed  to  alloAv  them  to  remain  in 
the  Bill.  With  that  I  should  say  the  counsel  for 
the  petitioners,  at  all  events,  can  find  no  fault.  I 
would  venture  to  suggest  the  most  convenient 
time  for  them  to  raise  any  objection  they  may 
seem  to  entertain  as  to  other  parts  of  our  decision 
will  be  when  we  come  to  Clause  6  ;  for  it  stands 
at  present  that  we,  in  genei'al  words,  adopt  the 
lines  now  standing  in  the  Bill  at  lines  30  and  31, 
but  we  offer  to  hear  suggested  amendments  for  a 
certain  purpose,  and  if  1  might  venture  to  suggest, 
though  1  do  not  wish  in  any  way  to  control  the 
discretion  of  counsel — it  seems  to  us  the  most  con- 
venient time  for  going  further  into  that  question 
will  be  when  we  come  to  Clause  6.  Then  as  to 
hearing  the  case  of  the  petitioners  against  the 
Bill,  of  course  there  again  we  do  not  like  to  inter- 
fere with  the  discretion  of  counsel,  we  would 
rather  that  counsel  settled  amongst  themselves  in 
what  order  their  attack  should  be  conducted ;  but 
if  we  are  to  express  any  opinion  on  the  subject 
it  appears  to  the  Committee  that  the  outside 
authorities  might  fairly  be  called  upon  to  begin, 
so  that  the  company  which  is  immediately  in 
qviestion  in  this  Hill  should  have,  as  it  were,  the 
last  word  in  the  case.  However,  we  do  not  lay 
that  down  as  dictating  anything,  but  simply 
as  indicating  it  we  are  ajipealed  to  on  the 
subject  by  counsel,  if  they  do  not  like  to  settle  it 
amongst  themselves,  that  as  our  view.  Then  as 
to  the  next  point,  we  hope  to  hear  the  case  for 
the  petitioners  against  the  Bill  in  the  first  place 
in  whatever  way  they  think  fit  to  present  it,  and 
then  we  can  decide  whether  there  is  any  reason 
for  departing  from  the  usual  course  of  Commit- 
tees of  this  House  in  respect  of  proceedings  of 
the  preamble. 

The  only  other  word  I  would  say  is,  that  on 'the 
whole  we  think  it  better  to  sit  on  Tuesday  next. 
We  are  of  course  unwilling  to  refuse  any  appli- 
cation for  further  time  that  may  be  made  on  one 
side  or  the  other,  but  really  the  Session  is  so  lar 
advanced  that  we  should  not  feel  justified  in 
granting  any  further  delay  than  Ave  have 
suggested,  so  that  on  Tuesday  Ave  will  meet 
again  at  12  o'clock. 

[Adjourned  till  Tuesday  next  at 
12  o'clock. 
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Tuesday,  \^th  June  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT 


Mr.  Ainsworth. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Right  Hon.  D.  Plunket. 
Mr.  Briggs  Priestley. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Pember  was  heard  to  address  the  Committee  in  support  of  the  Petition  of  the  Kent 
County  Council  and  other  authorities  in  opposition  to  the  Bill. 


Sir  John  Lubbock,  Baronet,  m.p.,  sworn  ;  and  Examined,  as  follows  : 


Mr.  Pember. 

2937.  I  need  hardly  introduce  you  to  the 
Committee  ;  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  as  we  all 
know,  you  have  been  a  member  of  the  London 
County  Council  from  its  formation? — I  have. 

2938.  And  have  been  also  chairman  ? — Yes. 

2939.  You  were  a  member  of  the  committee 
on  the  Manchester  Water  Bill,  were  you  not? — 
I  was. 

2940.  And  subsequently  on  the  Liverpool 
Water  Bill?— Yes. 

2941.  1  think  you  have  taken  a  great  deal 
of  interest  in  the  question  of  water  supply  ? — I 
have. 

2942.  I  will  ask  you  at  once  whether  you 
think  the  London  County  Council  is  a  suitable 
body  to  manage  the  water  supply  of  London 
and  the  neighbourhood  ? — I  have  a  very  high 
opinion  of  the  great  industry  and  integrity  of  my 
colleagues,  which  I  fully  appreciate  ;  but  there 
are  several  reasons  (five,  at  least)  why  1  think  it 
would  be  very  undesirable,  in  the  interests  of  the 
ratepayers,  that  the  London  County  Council 
should  undertake  the  management  of  the  water 
supply  of  London. 

2943.  I  will  ask  you  for  your  first  reason  ? — 
My  first  reason  is,  that  the  members  of  the 
London  County  Council  are  not  chosen  with 
any  reference  to  the  special  management  of 
v?ater  companies,  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  I 
believe  there  is  only  one  of  our  colleagues  at 
the  present  moment  who  has  had  any  practical 
experience  in  these  matters  ;  and  I  think  that 
suddenly  to  transfer  the  whole  management  of 
the  water  supply  of  the  metropolis  from  those 
who  are  managing  it  now  to  a  body  which  has 
had  no  experience  of  the  kind  would  be  likely 
to  be  fraught  with  great  danger  to  the  metro- 
polis. 

2944.  What  is  your  second  reason? — My 
second  reason  is,  that  natiu-ally  the  London 
County  Council  is  a  body  which  is  liable  to 
change  at  every  election,  and  which,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  does  change  to  a  considerable  extent  at 
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each  election,  and,  therefore,  that  those  vpho  are 
managing  the  water  matters  of  the  metropolis 
might  be  liable  on  totally  different  grounds  to 
lose  their  seats  on  the  London  County  Council, 
and  to  lose  consequently  their  seats  on  the  com- 
mittee which  would  manage  the  water  supply. 

2945.  What  is  the  third  reason  ? — The  third 
reason  is,  I  think,  that  it  is  very  undesirable  that 
the  governing  liody  of  the  metropolis  should  be  a 
very  large  employer  of  labour.  Perhaps  the 
Committee  would  allow  me  to  read  a  few  words 
from  the  evidence  given  by  Lord  Farrer  before 
the  Labour  Commission.  Lord  Farrer  stated 
before  the  Labour  Commission  :  "  The  action  of 
the  London  County  Council  on  the  labour  ques- 
tion has  caused  many  to  doubt  the  wisdom  of  trans- 
ferring to  it  public  undertakings,  and  it  consi- 
derably damps  my  ardour  with  regard  to  the  water 
supply,  so  that  I  am  almost  inclined  to  think 
with  Sir  John  Lubbock  that  the  water  should 
remain  in  the  hands  of  the  companies."  Neces- 
sarilv  the  London  County  Council  have  to 
employ  a  great  number  of  persons,  and  I  think 
that  it  is  undesirable  unnecessarily  to  increase 
that  number,  which  may  be  an  important  factor 
in  elections,  and  which  is  a  matter  of  difficulty, 
of  course,  to  the  county  council. 

2946.  I  daresay  you  may  have  done  me  the 
honour  to  have  heard  the  remarks  I  made  as  to 
the  question  of  the  amount  of  business  now 
thrown  on  the  council,  and  the  quotations  I 
made  from  Mr.  Sidney  W^ebb's  article  ? — ^That 
was  my  fourth  reason.  I  concur  generally  with 
what  you  said  with  reference  to  that  point.  I 
think,  if  I  remember  rightly,  Mr.  Harrison 
himself  stated  that,  on  an  average,  each  member 
of  the  council  now  has  one  meeting  of  a  com- 
mittee a  day  ;  those  meetings  are  of  very  consi- 
derable length.  We  start  with  a  meeting  of  the 
council  itself  every  Tuesday,  which  lasts  always 
four  hours,  sometimes  longer.  The  meetings  of 
the  committees  very  frequently,  I  might  say 
generally,  last  for  a  couple  of  hours ;  but  even 
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Mr.  P ember — ^continued. 

that  is  only  a  part  of  the  work  wMch  the 
members  of  the  committee  have  to  do.  The 
Committee  will  see  that,  for  instance,  the  members 
of  the  Asylums  Committee  would  very  in- 
adequately perform  their  duties  by  merely  attend- 
ing the  meetings  of  the  committees  ;  they  have  to 
go  down  to  the  different  asylums  and  see  what  is 
being  done  there.  Then  take  the  Parks  Com- 
mittee. If  the  Parks  Committee  were  simply  to 
confine  their  Interest  in  the  parks  to  attending 
the  committee-room,  they  would  inadequately 
perform  their  duties.  As  a  matter  ol"  fact,  they 
go  and  visit  the  parks,  and  see  what  is  going  on 
in  them.  Then  take,  again,  the  Works  Com- 
mittee. They  visit  the  works  to  see  how  they 
are  going  on,  and  it  is  absolutely  necessary  they 
should  do  so  in  order  to  be  able  to  regulate  them, 
and  the  consequence  is  that  even  the  number  of 
meetings,  great  as  it  is,  gives  a  very  inadequate 
idea  of  the  amount  of  labour  which  is  performed 
by  the  members  of  the  London  County  Council. 
The  council  has  always  considered,  and  I  think 
correctly,  that  it  is  important  to  have  on'  the 
county  council  a  certain  number  of  persons  Avho 
are  engaged  in  other  public  duties.  For  instance, 
they  elect  a  certain  niunber  of  Members  of 
Parliament,  a  certain  number  of  peers ;  they 
have  thought  it  necessary  to  have  a  certain 
number  of  bankers  and  merchants  in  order  that 
the  Finance  Committee  miglit  have  their  advice 
and  assistance  in  the  financial  operations  of  the 
council,  which  I  need  not  say  aie  of  very  great 
magnitude  and  of  very  great  importance  to  the 
people  of  London,  'i'hen,  as  everyone  is  aware, 
we  have  sanitary  duties  of  very  great  Importance 
to  the  health  and  w^ell-being  of  the  metropolis, 
and  it  is  extremely  desirable  that  we  should 
have  therefore  on  the  council,  as  we  have,  the 
advantage  of  having  some  members  of  great 
medical  experience ;  It  is  quite  obvious  that 
those  gentlemen  who  have  such  duties  to  perform 
cannot  give  anything  like  the  Avhole  of  their 
time  to  the  council.  If  they  were  t<^  do  so,  the 
very  advantage  uhich  they  can  give  to  the 
council  by  their  experience  outside  would  at 
once  become  comparatively  useless.  The  result 
of  that  is  that  it  throws  upon  otiier  members  of 
the  council  a  much  larger  than  the  average 
amount  of  duty,  and  I  think  it  is  only  due  to 
many  of  my  colleagues  to  express  the  greatest 
admiration  of  the  devotion  and  self-sacrifice 
with  which  they  have  practically  given  the 
whole  of  their  time  to  the  work  of  the  council. 
But  on  that  point  I  should  like  to  lay  before  the 
Committee  the  opinion  of  a  much  higher 
authority  than  I  am,  viz.,  Lord  Rosebery. 
Lord  Rosebery,  in  his  address  to  the  council  in 
May.  1890,  used  these  words  :  "  Then  there  is 
another  question  of  policy  to  mention  :  that  of 
the  division  of  labour  and  expenditure  between 
ourselves  and  districts.  If  the  council  is  going 
to  undertake  London  wholesale  and  retaii,  I  do 
not  doubt  that  it  can  obtain  for  itself  a  very 
considerable  increment,  both  of  powers  and 
responsibilities,  more  especially  of  powers  and 
responsibilities  which  involve  expenditure.  I  do 
not  believe  that  that  is  the  duty  of  the  council. 
I  do  not  believe  that  these  are  functions  which 
our  council  is   adequately  able  to  discharge. 


Mr.  Pemher — continued. 

My  recommendation  on  this  head  will  be  summed 
up  in  these  words  :  '  Don't  break  the  back  of 
the  council.'  The  back  of  the  council  has 
quite  enough  to  bear  already.  Numbers  of  our 
friends  are  coming  with  full  hands  to  add  daily  to 
that  burden,  and  I  hope  the  council  will  first 
test  its  strength  of  endurance  under  its  present 
load  before  undertaking  any  of  those  smaller 
and  more  complicated  duties  which  some  of  us 
seem  so  eager  to  insist  upon."  I  need  not  point 
out  that  since  that  time  Parliament  in  its 
wisdom,  and  if  I  may  venture  humbly  to  say  so, 
I  think  it  could  hardly  help  doing  so,  has 
imposed  on  the  council  other  very  considerable 
duties  which  add  to  our  responsibilities  very 
gi'eatly,  and  I  think  if  it  were  undesirable  to 
undertake  even  smaller  duties  clearly  it  is 
undesirable  to  undertake  such  an  enormous 
and  responsible  duty  as  the  management  of  the 
water  bupply  of  this  great  metropolis  unless 
indeed  there  should  be  some  very  overwhelming 
necessity  for  doing  so.  On  the  fifth  point,  I  am 
perfectly  convinced  in  my  own  mind  that  the 
result  of  taking  over  the  water  companies,  as  is 
now  proposed,  Avould  inevitably  add  very  largely 
to  the  rates  of  the  metropolis,  which  are  even 
at  present  rapidly  increasing.  I  confess  I  think 
it  doubtful,  for  the  reasons  1  have  already  given, 
whether  the  London  County  Council  or  any 
body  so  constituted  would  be  likely  to  manage 
the  Avater  supply  of  the  metropolis  as  economically 
as  at  present;  but  even  supposing  that  it  was  so, 
we  have  not  at  present  to  do  more  than  to  pay  for 
the  water,  Avhereas  if  we  buy  up  the  water 
companies  we  shall  have  not  only  to  pay  for  the 
water,  but  also  for  the  amortization  of  the  stock. 
Parliament  has  always  held  it  necessary  that 
local  authorities  should  within  a  limited  number 
of  years  redeem  all  the  loans  which  they  make, 
and  it  follows,  therefore,  that  the  existing 
ratepayers  will,  if  these  Bills  are  passed,  not  only 
have  to  pay  for  water,  but  for  the  redemption  of 
the  stock.  What  that  exactly  Avill  amount  to 
will,  of  course,  depend  on  the  number  of  years 
allowed  to  us  to  redeem  the  stock ;  but  it  is 
obviously  clear  that  it  would  amount  to  a  very 
heavy  addition  to  the  water  rate,  and  that,  I  think, 
has  not  been  considered.  But  over  and  above 
that,  if  I  may  take,  for  instance,  our  case  in 
Kent,  what  we  say  is  this  :  We  have  a  company 
which  is  now  paying  its  maximum  dividend. 
Anything  which  it  makes  over  and  above  that 
maximum  dividend,  apart  from  the  question  of  the 
back  dividends  (which,  1  suppose,  we  shall  come 
to  in  a  few  minutes),  any  profit  it  makes  over  and 
above  that  maximum  dividend  is  already  the 
property  of  the  ratepayers  ;  and  what  I  say  as  to 
the  Kent  Water  Company  applies,  mutatis 
mutandis,  to  other  companies  throughout  the 
district  of  water  London  ;  whatever  profit  the 
Kent  Water  Company  makes  over  and  above 
the  dividend  which  it  is  now  distributing  is 
already  the  property  of  the  ratepayers  and 
must  go  in  reduction  of  our  water  rate.  On 
the  other  hand,  we  are  running  no  risk  at 
present. 

2947.  Then  you  would  be  really  buying  the 
risk  of  a  loss  ? — All  that  we  can  buy  would  be 
the    risk  of  a  loss.     We  have  the   profit  at 
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^     Mr.  Pemhcr — continued, 
present  and  the  company  has  the  risk.    If  we 
buy  up  the  company  we  not  only  buy  up  the 
property  which  ab-eady  belongs  to  us,  but  we 
take  over  the  risk  of  loss  which  is  now  theirs. 
Perhaps  I  may  be  allowed  to  say,  from  that 
point  of  view,  the  chairman  of  our  Kent  County 
Council   called  a  conference  of  all  the  local 
bodies  interested  in  Kent.     They  had  a  long 
discussion  on  the  question,  and  after  the  dis- 
cussion they  unanimously  passed  this  resolution  : 
— "  That  the  conference  are  of  opinion  that  the 
Water  Bills  now  before  Parliament  should  be 
opposed  and  that  negotiations  should  be  opened 
with  the  other  Home  Counties  with  a  view  of 
ascertaining   whether   they   would  co-operate 
with  the  Kent  County  Council  in  endeavouring 
to  obtain  a  Bill  to  provide  that  the  right  to 
make  up  the  back  dividends  should  be  limited  to 
a  reasonable  number  of  years,  and  that  directors 
should  be   nominated   on   the    board  of  each 
company  partly  by  the  Government,  partly  by 
the  London  County  Council,  and  partly  by  any 
outside  county  which  is  interested  in  the  matter.'' 
For  instance,  taking  our  case  in  Kent  on  the 
board  of  direction  of  the  Kent  Water  Company 
in  order  to  see  that  they  did  what  was  fairly 
right  by   the  ratepayers,  there  should   be  a 
representation  of  the  County  of  Kent,  of  the 
London  County  Council,  and  of  the  (Tovernment. 
Taking  the  case  of  Middlesex  again  there  would 
be  directors,   or  a  director,  to  represent  the 
interests  of  the  ratepayers,  that  is  to  say,  first  of 
all  the  Middlesex  County  Council,  then  the 
London  County  Council,  and  thirdly  the  Go- 
vernment.   What  we  maintain  in  Kent  is  that 
by  that  arrangement  we  should  secure  practically 
the  control  over  the  water  companies,  that  we 
should  secure  the  rights  to  the  profits  which  are 
already  ours,  and  that  we  should  avoid  the  risk 
of  loss  which  Ave  would  render  ourselves  liable  to 
if  we,  what  is  called,  buy  up  the  companies,  we 
think  that  our  position  is  quite  difi^erent  from 
that  of  other  cities  in  which  the  companies  have 
not  been  paying  the  full  statutory  dividend  ;  we 
can  quite  understand  that  where  companies  are 
not  paying  the  full  statutory  dividend  the  case  is 
different,  but  in  the  case  of  the  London  com- 
panies most  of  which  are  paying  up  to  the  full 
statutory  dividend,  Ave  maintain  that  it  would  be 
a  A^ery  great  mistake  and  a  very  great  hardship 
to  us,  as  we  think  in  Kent,  that  Ave  should  be 
obliged  to  incur  a  risk  Avhich  we  do  not  see  the 
slightest  reason  to  undertake. 

2948.  Such  schemes  as  would  satisfy  you  for 
Middlesex  and  for  Kent  are  obviously  not 
schemes  Avhich  are  contained  Avithin  the  four 
corners  of  these  Bills  ? — Certainly  not. 

2949.  There  is  one  other  question,  and  only 
one,  unless  anything  further  occurs  to  you.  Did 
you  hear  Mr.  Harrison  say  that  the  council  was 
unanimous  in  the  prosecution  of  these  Bills  ? — 
I  did  not  hear  him  say  so,  but  I  have  seen  in  the 
evidence  that  he  did  not  say  so,  and  I  Avas  very 
much  astonished  to  see  it. 

2950.  Did  I  give  a  fair  account  of  the  manner 
in  which  the  council  Avas  divided  ? — I  did  not 
hear  that  particular  part  of  your  speech. 

2951.  Let  me  ask  you  whether  what  I  noAV 
suggest  to  you  gives  a  fair  representation  of  the 
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mind  of  the  council.  You  moved  what  I 
ventured  to  call,  not  in  any  ill  sense  of  the  term, 
a  dilatory  amendment  on  the  9th  of  April  ? — 
I  entirely  demur  to  the  Avord  "  dilatory." 

2952.  I  thought  you  Avould  not  like  it,  but  I 
used  it  in  the  sense  in  which  we  lawyers  under- 
stand it.    I  could  not  think  of  another  adjective  ; 
perhaps,  however,  if  you  will  kindly  read  your 
amendment  we  need  not  criticise  it  at  all  ? — My 
amendment  was,  "  Before  the  Council  presses 
forward  the  Water  Bills  now  before  Parliament, 
the  Finance  Committee  be  instructed  to  report 
to  the  Council  as  to  the  probable  effect  on  the 
rate  of  the  purchase  of  the  water  companies  in 
the  manner  proposed  by  the  Bills  now  before 
Parliament."    (I  need  not  point  out  that  they 
have  been  materially  modified  in  a  manner  which 
A^^ould  strengthen  the  objections  from  the  rate- 
payers' point  of  view.)    "  Having  regard  to  the 
resolution  of  the  Council  for  the  necessity  of  an 
additional  source  of  supply,  and  on  the  basis  of 
repayment  within  the  maximum  period  of  sixty 
years  ";  do  you  wish  me  to  state  what  the  result 
was  ? 

2953.  Yes  ? — The  result  was  that  forty-nine 
voted  for  the  amendment,  and  sixty-seven  voted 
against  the  amendment.  The  Committee  will 
remember  that  the  so-called  Progressives  on  the 
London  County  Council,  have  a  large  majority 
amongst  the  aldermen  ;  if  you  take  therefore 
the  elected  members  of  the  Council,  the  Council 
were  very  nearly  evenly  divided. 

Chairman. 

2954.  Can  you  tell  us  exactly  the  proportions 
besides  the  aldermen  ?  —  The  majority  of  the 
aldermen  is  eio;ht. 

Mr.  Pember.']  What  is  the  total  number  of  the 
aldermen  ? 

Chairman, 

2955.  Who  voted  on  that  occasion  ? — I  could 
not  tell  you  exactly,  but  I  think  they  had  a 
majority  of  seven  aldermen  on  that  occasion. 
That  would  leave  eight  amongst  the  elected 
members  of  the  Council. 

2956.  What  would  then  be  the  numbers  of  the 
elected  members? — I  think  you  must  deduct  seven 
from  the  majority;  the  majority  Avas  eighteen, 
and  you  must  deduct  some  from  that. 

Mr.  Pember. 

2957.  Then  what  majority  would  that  leave  ? 
— That  would  leave  a  majority  of  eight  or  ten. 
Then  I  should  like  to  say  Avith  respect  to  a 
remark  of  Mr.  Cripps  that  he  stated  quite 
correctly  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  there  was  a 
subsequent  division  in  favour  of  going  on  with 
the  Bills,  only  the  numbers  were  sixty-six  to 
thirty ;  but  those  Avho  opposed  going  on  with  the 
Bills  without  the  necessary  information  having 
been  obtained,  on  the  main  division,  did  not  think 
it  necessary  to  take  another  division,  and  many 
of  them  went  away  not  supposing  there  would  be 
another  division.  On  the  London  County 
Council  we  have  a  different  rule  from  that  of 
Parliament,  and  a  division  can  be  claimed  either 
by  the  majority  or  by  the  minority.  In  that 
case  the  majority  claimed  a  division  after  a  con- 
siderable number  of  the  minority  had  gone  away, 
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and  the  consequence  of  that  surprise  division  was 
that  whereas  the  majority  who  knew  they  were 
going  to  claim  a  division  remained  j^recisely  the 
same,  the  minority  was  reduced  by  a  good  many 
of  them  having  gone  away,  but  the  Committee 
will  see  that  that  was  purely  a  surprise  division, 
and  really  did  not  represent  the  views  of  the 
Council,  because  as  I  say  the  majority  was  not 
increased,  but  simply  a  number  of  gentlemen 
not  expecting  the  division  had  left  the  chamber, 
as  we  had  had  already  a  long  standing. 

2958.  Of  course  a  great  number  of  what  are 
called  the  Moderate  party  on  the  Council  are 
newly  elected  and  and  therefore  not  quite  so  well 
up  in  the  proceedings  of  the  Council  as  older 
members  ? — I  think  they  thought  we  had  the 
same  rule  as  the  Parliamentary  rule,  and  that 
it  was  only  the  minority  who  could  claim  a 
division. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

2959.  There  are  only  two  questions  I  have  to 
ask  you  on  behalf  of  Aiiddlesex.  It  is  of  course 
of  very  great  importance  to  the  outside  autho- 
rities to  know  what  approximately  would  be  the 
cost  of  this  undertaking.  Do  you  know  if  any 
estimate  of  the  cost  has  been  placed  before  the 
London  County  Council  ? — An  estimate  of  the 
result  was  placed  in  a  confidential  document 
before  the  Water  Committee,  but  the  Water 
Committee  have  not  presented  it  to  the  public, 
and  therefore  I  feel  I  could  not  refer  to  that. 

I  Our  desire  was  that  some  such  estimate 
should  be  made.  Our  feeling  was — here  is 
probably  the  largest  purchase  which  has  ever 
been  made  in  the  history  of  the  world,  and 
surely  we  ought  to  know  what  the  probable 
effects  of  that  purchase  are  likely  to  be  before 
we  embark  in,  I  do  not  like  to  say,  so  gigantic  a 
speculation,  but,  at  any  rate,  so  gigantic  an 
operation,  But  the  majority  of  the  Council  thought 
otherwise. 

2960.  In  fact  no  estimate  has  been  published 
at  all  ?— None. 

Chairman. 

,2961.  The  only  reason  why  I  think  the  ques- 
tion should  not  be  put,  is  that  if  the  Avater  com- 
panies and  the  London  County  Council  are  to  go 
to  an  arbitration  it  would  obviously,  I  think,  not 
be  quite  fair  to  state  any  sum  ? — Quite  so,  but  I 
could  not  very  well  say  none  had  been  made. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

2962.  There  is  one  other  question  I  wish  to 
ask  you  ;  we  have  heard  that  the  County  Council 
has,  in  fact,  approved  of  going  on  with  these 
Bills  ;  have  they  approved  the  principle  of  an 
open  ai'bitration  or  not  ? — No,  that  has  never 
been  before  them.  On  the  contrary,  in  1891, 
the  Parliamentary  Committee  made  a  Report, 
which  is  signed  by  Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  in 
which  they  strongly  recommended  the  Council 
not  to  go  on  with  an  open  arbitration.  They 
said,  with  reference  to  the  Bill  of  that  year, 
"  one  of  the  principal  clauses  of  the  Bill  is  so 
drafted  as  to  place  the  proposed  trust  under  a 
statutox'y  obligation  to  carry  into  effect  the  pur- 
poses of  the  Act,  not  only  by  acquisition  of  the 
companies'  imdertakings,  but  also  by  the  enlarge- 
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ment  and  the  improvement  of  their  waterworks, 
the  construction  of  new  waterworks,  and  the 
supply  of  water  from  new  and  independent 
sources,"  and  they  say  "  that  is  a  policy  to  which 
it  can  hardly  be  conceived  that  the  inhabitants 
of  London  ought  to  stand  committed.  It  is 
probably  no  exaggeration  to  affirm  that  what  is  a 
totally  new  and  satisfactory  source  of  works 
might  be  provided  at  an  estimated  cost  of  10  to 
15  millions.  This  extraordinary  scheme  might 
cost  London,  if  carried  out  by  the  Bill,  some 
indefinite  sum  approaching  to  50  millions." 

Chairman. 

2963.  What  was  the  scheme? — That  was  the 
scheme  that  we  should  buy  under  an  open  arbi- 
tration, and  then,  of  course,  carry  out  any  works 
which  might  be  necessary  to  supplement  the 
water  supply  of  the  metropolis  ;  that  was  no 
isolated  recommendation,  because  subsequently 
in  September  of  the  same  year,  that  being  in  the 
Report  of  the  Parliamentary  Committee,  our 
Water  Committee  made  a  very  exhaustive  re- 
port on  the  whole  question,  and  they  pointed  out 
that  "  if  we  had  bought  up  the  water  companies 
under  .Mr.  Smith's  valuation,  the  amuiity  which 
Mr.  Smith,  the  Government  valuer,  would  have 
given  to  the  shareholders  in  1890  was  1,056,000/., 
whilst  the  actual  profits  received  by  the  same 
shareholders  in  1890  was  only  838,000/.  showlne- 
an  excess  of  the  valuer  s  estnnate  over  the  actual 
profits  of  217,000/.  The  aggregate  of  Mr. 
Smith's  annuities  to  the  shareholders,  from  1880 
to  1890,  would  have  been  9,550,000/.,  whilst  the 
actual  profits  earned  by  the  same  shareholders 
during  that  period,  have  been  8,500,000/.,  show- 
ing an  excess  in  Mr.  Smith's  estimate  of 
1,057,000/.  Further,  Mr.  Smith's  annuities 
would  have  been  Metropolitan  Stock,  which  is, 
of  course,  a  much  better  security."  Therefore 
in  those  ten  years  the  loss  to  the  ratepayers 
would  have  been  1  million  sterling.  Then  they 
went  on  to  say  "  if  we  proposed  to  buy  up  the 
water  companies  under  an  open  valuation  it  is  no 
exaggeration  to  say  that  London  might,  in  this 
manner,  be  made  to  pay  from  30  millions  to  40 
millions  in  purchasing  the  undertakings  of  the 
companies,  and  perhaps  I  might  say  that  the 
present  value  on  the  market  of  the  comjjanies  is 
over  35  millions,  independent  of  the  necessary 
recourse  to  a  further  supply." 

2964.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  present 
jjrice  of  the  stock,  having  regard  to  all  the  com- 
2)anies,  represents  a  capital  sum  of  35  millions? 
— Yes,  over  35  millions  ;  between  35  millions 
and  40  millions.  Therefore  our  Water  Com- 
mittee said  :  "  It  is  no  exaggeration  to  say  that 
London  might,  in  this  manner,  be  made  to  pay 
from  30  millions  to  40  millions  in  purchasing  the 
undertakings  of  the  companies,  and  might  then 
find  itself  pledged  to  spend  from  10  millions  (o 
20  millions  more  in  providing  a  new  supply. 
This  would,  in  all  probability,  be  the  result  of  an 
immediate  purchase  on  arbitration  terms,  and 
such  a  purchase  must  therefore  be  resisted  at 
all  hazai'ds."  That  was  the  report  of  the  Water 
Committee,  and  therefore  they  recommended  the 
Coimcil  to  pass  a  series  of  resolutions. 

2965.  What 
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Mr.  Muntz. 

2965.  What  is  the  date  of  that  report  ?— The 
22nd  of  September  1891.  I  will  hand  it  in: 
"  That  the  Council,  Avhile  expressing  its  readi- 
ness, so  far  as  its  legal  powers  enable  it  to  do  so, 
to  undertake  the  duties  mentioned  in  the  1st, 
2nd,  4th,  and  5th  recommendations  in  paragraph  5 
of  the  Report  of  the  Select  Committee,  is  unable 
to  accept  the  condition  contained  in  the  3rd  re- 
commendation that  the  Council,  if  constituted 
the  water  authority,  should  be  required  to  pur- 
chase the  undertakings  of  the  eight  water  com- 
panies '  by  agreement,'  or,  failing  agreement,  by 
arbitration  within  a  fixed  period."  One  of  the 
other  recommendations  was  this,  "  That  in  order 
to  arrive  at  a  satisfactory  conclusion  on  this  last 
question  (that  is,  the  value  to  be  given  for  the 
companies)  it  is  essentia)  before  any  terms  of 
purchase  can  be  considered,  that  the  liabilities  to 
capital  expenditure  for  new  or  supplementary 
sources  of  supply  in  the  immediate  future  should 
be  authoritatively  ascertained."  We  submit  on 
the  part  of  Kent,  and,  I  believe,  on  the  part  of 
Middlesex  also,  that  these  requirements  have 
never  been  fulfilled,  no  such  inquiry  has  ever 
been  made,  and  therefore  we  do  not  know  in  the 
least  what  we  might  have  to  give  for  the  water 
companies ;  but  inasmuch  as  the  whole  of  the 
profit  made  over  and  above  the  statutory  dividend 
which  is  now  being  made  is  ours  already  we 
submit  that  the  only  effect  of  purchasing  is  to 
incur  the  risk  of  a  loss  which,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, it  is  impossible  for  us  in  Kent  to 
estimate  in  any  way  whatever.  The  Committee 
will  observe  that  no  resolution  of  the  Council 
in  favour  of  purchasing  under  an  open  arbitra- 
tion has  been  passed  or  is  submitted  to  this 
Committee.  The  contention  of  the  Council, 
which  may  be  correct  or  incorrect,  is  that  the 
present  value  of  the  water  companies  is  a  great 
deal  too  high.  Mr.  Moulton  called  it,  I  think, 
an  abuse  value,  and  he  stated  that  it  was  owing 
to  the  ignorance  of  the  public.  Mr.  Cripps  also 
stated  that  it  was  much  too  high.  That  may  or 
may  not  be,  but  you  can  hardly  say  that  a  person 
is  a  purchaser  in  the  ordinary  sense  if  he  is  not 
prepared  to  pay  the  market  value  of  which  he  is 
about  to  buy.  If  that  market  value  is  very  much 
reduced,  that  is  not.  I  submit,  being  a  purchaser 
in  the  ordinary  sense.  At  any  rate,  those  are 
the  resolutions  which  the  Council  passed  on  the 
matter. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

2966.  I  am  not  quite  sure  I  followed,  but  if 
I  understand  you,  what  it  comes  to  is  this,  that 
when  we  hear  of  the  approval  by  the  County 
Council  of  the  purchase  of  the  water  companies, 
it  has  been  evidence  given  on  the  idea  that  they 
would  have  such  an  arbitration  clause  as  would 
materially  reduce  the  value  of  the  water  com- 
panies' undertakings  ? — I  think  it  is  obvious  that 
Clause  6  as  it  stood  expressly  provided  that  cer- 
tain matters  should  be  taken  into  consideration 
by  the  arbitrator.  It  also  provided  in  the  proviso 
that  the  right  to  make  up  the  back  dividends, 
that  the  right  to  benefit  by  any  increased 
valuation,  and  any  sum  to  be  given  for  compul- 
sory purchase,  should  not  be  taken  into  con- 
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sideration  by  the  arbitrator.  Well,  of  course, 
from  our  point  of  view,  in  Kent,  as  the  proviso 
would  very  much  reduce  the  value,  without  ex- 
pressing any  opinion  whether  it  is  fair  or  not,  it 
would  have  clearly  lowered  the  price  we  should 
have  had  to  pay  in  Kent  for  it.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  we  are  to  pay  the  shareliolders,  whatever 
an  arbitrator  may  think  is  the  value  which  ought 
to  be  given  for  the  compulsory  purchase  for  the 
right  to  make  up  the  back  dividends  and  for  the 
increased  rateable  value  of  the  district,  we  say 
we  are  being  called  upon  to  pay  for  things  which 
are  already  our  own,  because  if  the  increase  iu 
the  rateable  value  of  Kent  increases  the  profits 
of  the  Kent  Company  it  would  go  in  reduction 
of  the  price  they  would  have  to  charge  us  for 
water,  and  therefore  we  get  the  advantage  of  it 
without  making  any  payment  for  it.  It  is  oui's 
already,  and  why  should  we  be  called  upon  to 
pay  for  what  already  belongs  to  us  ?  Of  course, 
if  there  is  no  question  of  purchase,  the  question 
of  compulsory  purchase  falls  to  the  ground,  and 
we  should  have  nothing  to  pay  for  that.  As  for 
back  dividends.  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee 
suggested  that  the  right  to  charge  back  divi- 
dends might  fairly  be  reduced,  as  they  have  been 
in  the  case  of  the  gas  companies,  to  six  years.  I 
myself  have  no  interest  in  the  water  companies 
at  all ;  at  the  same  time  t  should  be  sorry  to  do 
anything  which  would  be  unjust  to  the  water 
companies,  but  if  the  an'angement  were  made 
that  they  should  be  subject  to  control,  and  that 
their  right  to  back  dividends  should  be  limited 
to  six  years,  I  do  not  think  that  the  shareholders 
in  the  water  companies  would  have  anything  to 
complain  of,  because  I  believe  that  although  we 
should  have  to  pay  nothing  more  for  the  water 
than  the  present  water  rates,  the  security -which  you 
give  to  water  companies  in  the  fact  that  you  would 
save  them  from  the  great  expense  of  continual  in- 
quiries of  this  kinr],  and  that  you  would  make 
their  interests  the  same  as  those  of  the  ratepayers, 
would  lead  them,  instead  of  fighting  over  these 
Bills,  to  come  before  Parliament,  acting  both  for 
the  ratepayers  and  the  water  companies  ;  we  be- 
lieve in  that  way  the  shareholders  of  the  water 
companies  would  find  it  to  their  interests  to 
acquiesce  in  the  abandonment  of  a  part  of  their 
right  to  back  dividends,  to  have  certain  directors 
placed  upon  their  boards,  and  they  would  see  it 
was  to  their  advantage  to  do  so.  It  would  be  a 
very  great  advantage  to  the  ratepayers,  and  we 
should  get  the  whole  of  the  advantage  which  we 
could  possibly  obtain  by  buying  up  the  companies 
without  running  the  risk  of  loss,  which  it  is 
obvious  must  be  taken  also  into  consideration. 
I  do  not  know  whether  I  might  point  out  that 
four  of  the  companies  are  already  paying  their 
maximum  dividend  ;  one  of  them  is  paying  9.4 
cent.,  which  is  almost  up  to  the  maximum.  One 
is  paying  8^  par  cent.,  one  is  paying  8  per  cent., 
and  the  other,  about  which  there  would  probably 
have  to  be  a  somewhat  different  arrangement,  is 
paying  6  per  cent. ;  so  that  practically  you  may 
say  the  great  bulk  of  the  capital  is  ah-eady  ac- 
quiring all  that  it  can  acquire  by  its  present  le^al 
rights,  and  that  all  the  further  addition  to  the 
profits,  if  matters  ai'e  left  alone,  must  come  in 
any  case  to  the  ratepayers. 

F  F  -H-  2907.  You 
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Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

2967.  You  have  made  a  remark  about  some 
evidence  given  by  Mr.  Harrison  as  to  the  pro- 
motion of  the  Bill ;  I  did  not  entirely  catch  what 
it  was;  would  you  mind  repeating  it.  I  think 
our  view  Avap,  Avas  it  not,  that  Mr.  Harrison  had 
expressed  his  opinion  that  the  Council  were 
unanimous  ? — I  understood  that  he  had  said  the 
Council  were  unanimous  on  the  matter. 

2968.  I  think  I  can  clear  it  up  by  reading  his 
evidence.  You  will  find  it  on  page  14,  Ques- 
tion 45,  of  Mr.  Harrison's  examination.  I  will 
begin  at  Question  44  :  "  In  your  opinion  is  the 
present  policy  of  the  Council  substantially  the 
same  as  that  set  out  in  the  Report  to  which  you 
have  jusi  referred  ? — Yes,  it  is.  (  Q.)  Do  your 
opinions  individually  entirely  coincide  to-day 
with  those  contained  in  that  Beport? — (4.) 
Quite  ;  and  they  are,  in  fact,  so  far  as  I  know, 
the  opinions  of  the  Council."  Then  he  goes  on 
to  explain  himself  in  this  way  :  "  There  has  never 
been,  1  think,  any  motion  to  alter,  vary,  or 
rescind  that  resolution  or  that  principle."  Then 
my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Freeman,  carries  on  the 
Question,  "  As  regards  the  question  as  to  Avho  is 
to  be  the  water  authority  of  London,  do  you 
regard  that,  as  far  as  the  Council  is  concerned, 
as  a  settled  question  ? — Quite;  I  know  that  re- 
cently ISir  John  Lubbock  has  entertained  a 
ditferent  view,  from  public  articles  that  he  has 
written,  but  in  those  articles  he  has  said  that 
those  are  his  views,  and  not  the  views  of  the 
majority  of  the  Coimcil."  I  suppose  that  was 
the  evidence  you  had  in  mind  ? — No,  not  at  all. 
Will  you  give  me  a  copy  of  Air.  Harrison's  evi- 
dence for  a  moment  ?  What  I  maintain  is  that 
the  Council  have  never  yet  passed  a  resolution, 
so  far  as  my  memory  serves  me  (of  course,  I 
shall  be  told  it  is  different),  for  a  purchase  by 
open  arbitration.  I  have  read  to  the  Committee 
the  Reports  of  our  two  Committees  principally 
concerned  with  the  matter,  the  Parliamentary 
Committee  and  the  Water  Committee,  both  of 
which  strongly  jiersuaded  the  Council  from 
entering  into  any  purchase  by  open  arbitration. 

2969.  I  think  1  follow  you  now.  Is  this  your 
point  ;  that  since  the  discussion  which  took  place 
the  other  day  vvith  regard  to  an  alteration  of  the 
Bill  by  the  elimination  of  Clause  6,  and  the  sub- 
stitution at  a  further  stage  of  something  in  place 
of  that,  there  has  been  no  formal  assent  by  the 
whole  body  of  the  Council  to  proceed  with  the 
Bill.  Is  that  your  point? — No,  that  is  not  the 
whole  point.  We  have  never  yet  passed  a  reso- 
lution in  favour  of  purchase  by  open  arbitration, 
but  in  Mr.  Harrison's  evidence  he  stated  

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. '\  Of  course,  Sir  John 
Lubbock  cannot  carry  the  whole  of  the  evidence 
in  his  mind,  and  I  thought  I  had  found  the  pre- 
cise question  and  answer,  but  no  doubt  my 
learned  friend  can  help  us.  It  was  suggested  to 
Sir  John  Lubbock,  and  whoever  made  the  sug- 
gestion must  have  had  a  particular  question  in 
his  mind.  1  will  pass  from  it  for  the  moment.  .1 
thought  I  had  found  the  right  passage. 

Witness.']  No  ;  I  think  you  will  find  there  is 
another  passage. 

2970.  You  are  aj)pearing  here,  as  I  under- 
stand, as  a  witness  for  the  Kent  County  Council, 
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and  for  the  various  Kent  authorities,  and  I  sup- 
pose in  support  of  the  allegations  in  their  peti- 
tion ? — I  am  a  resident  in  Kent,  and  I  am 
appearing  for  the  Kent  authorities. 

2971.  And  naturally,  appearing  for  the  Kent 
authorities,  you  would  appear  in  support  of 
whatever  they  have  the  right  to  set  up  under 
their  petitions  against  these  Bills  ? — I  am  not 
prepared  to  commit  myself  to  the  whole  of  their 
petitions. 

2972.  Do  you  desire  to  go  beyond  them  ap- 
pearing in  that  capacity  ? — I  have  no  desire  to 
go  beyond  what  I  have  already  stated. 

2973.  Have  you  read  their  petitions  ? — Let 
me  say  I  have  found  the  passage  now  ;  it  is 
Question  998  :  "  You  told  the  Committee  that 
the  Council  are  unanimous  in  supporting  this 
Bill"?  and  Mr.  Charles  Harrison  said  "Yes." 
I  think  1  have  shown  the  Committee  that  the 
Council  were  not  unanimous.  That  is  the  ques- 
tion I  had  in  my  mind. 

2974.  I  will  read  on.  I  will  see  what  comes 
of  it  ultimately.  "  You  have  told  the  Committee 
that  the  Council  are  unanimous  m  supporting 
this  Bill  ? — Yes.  (Q.)  As  a  matter  of  fact,  re- 
cently, was  not  there  a  motion  brought  up  that 
these  Bills  should  not  be  proceeded  with ;  no 
doubt  the  majority  were  not  in  favour  of  it,  but 
there  was  not  a  very  large  majority,  without  the 
aldermen,  against  it?  —  There  was  a  motion 
brought  up  that  they  should  not   (Q.)  Pro- 
ceed with  these  Bills? — No,  that  it  should  be 
referred  to  ascertain  what  would  be  the  financial 
effect  of  working  out  the  Bill  on  the  purchase, 
and  that  was  objected  to  and  rejected  by  the 
majority,  but  there  has  been  no  objection  raised 
in  the  Council  to  the  progress  of  this  matter. 
( Q.)  Do  you  know  it  is  a  fact  that  nearly  half 
the  Council,  those  who  are  either  called 
Moderates  or  Unionists,  are  for  the  control  of 
the  water  companies,  but  not  for  the  purchase  ; 
is  not  that  so  ? — No,  certainly  not,  and  you  can- 
not refer  to  a  Minute  of  that  sort.  (  Q.)  1  will 
not  lengthen  this  ? — Will  you  refer  to  the 
Minutes;  we  speak  by  Minutes;  read  the  Minute. 
(  Q.)  That  is  all  I  have  to  trouble  you  with." 
That  was  the  answer  which  you  had  in  your 
mind,  was  it  ? — Yes. 

2975.  I  think  what  I  have  read  before  suflS- 
ciently  makes  the  matter  clear,  therefore  I  will 
not  pursue  it.  I  will  go  back  now  to  the  posi- 
tion with  regard  to  Kent  and  the  Kent  authori- 
ties. Do  you  wish,  appearing,  as  you  say,  as  a 
Kent  man  for  Kent,  to  go  beyond  their  petition? 
— I  understand  that  the  Chairman  of  the  Kent 
County  Council  is  coming  in  support  of  their 
petition,  and  I  think  I  had  better  leave  him  to 
answer  that. 

2976.  You  referred  to  a  resolution  passed  by 
a  member  of  the  Kent  authorities,  I  see  it  was 
a  resolution  passed  on  the  14th  of  March  1895  ? 
• — Yes,  I  think  that  was  the  date. 

2977.  And  there  were  present  a  number  of 
gentlemen  representing  various  authorities.  I 
will  not  read  them,  but  there  were  ten  or  a  dozen 
present.  I  see  this  was  the  result :  after  some 
discussion,  it  Avas  resolved  "  That  the  conference 
are  of  oi^inion  the  Water  Bills  now  before  Par- 
liament should  be  opposed."    I  suppose  by  that 
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date  the  various  petitions  against  the  Bills  had 
been  drawn  ;  that  would  be  clearly  so  ? — I  would 
rather  leave  the  Chairman  of  the  Kent  County 
Council  to  answer  that  question. 

2973.  I  think  you  may  take  it  from  me  that 
that  was  so.  I  have  ascertained,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  from  my  clients,  on  that  date  the  petition  of 
the  Kent  County  Council  against  the  Lambeth 
Bill  had  already  been  deposited.  Then  it  goes 
-on  :  "  That  the  Water  Bills  now  before  Parlia- 
ment be  opposed,  and  that  negotiations  be  opened 
with  the  other  Home  Counties,  with  the  view  of 
ascertaining  whether  they  would  co-operate  with 
the  Kent  County  Council  in  endeavouring  to 
obtain  a  Bill."  So  that  the  proposal  was  that 
you  should  negotiate  with  the  other  Home 
Counties,  with  a  view  to  going  for  a  Bill,  the 
objects  of  the  Bill  being  :  1.  "  That  the  right  to 
make  up  back  dividends  should  be  limited  to  a 
reasonable  number  of  years."  I  will  stop  there 
for  a  moment ;  do  you  agree  with  that  as  a 
legitimate  object  ? — Yes,  I  do. 

2979.  And  I  see  the  term  used  is  "limited 
to  a  reasonable  number  of  years  "  ? — Yes. 

2980.  And  your  own  view,  as  expressed  in  the 
House,  I  believe,  is  that  six  years  would  be  a 
reasonable  limit  ? — Yes;  we  have  the  precedent 
of  the  gas  companies. 

2981.  Then  second:  "That  three  directors 
should  be  nominated  on  each  board,  one  by  Go- 
vernment, one  by  the  London  County  Council, 
and  one  by  any  outside  district  interested."  Did 
you  make  proposals  of  that  kind  to  the  other 
counties  ? — I  am  not  a  member  of  the  Kent 
County  Council. 

2982.  You  quoted  this  resolution  of  the  con- 
ference ;  can  you  tell  me  if  any  proposal  of  that 
kind  was  made  to  the  other  counties  ? — I  am  not 
able  to  answer  that  question. 

2983.  However,  you  can  tell  me,  then,  it  has 
not  so  far  resulted  in  any  such  joint  action  as 
was  suggested  ?— It  always  takes  some  time  be- 
fore different  bodies  can  come  together  and  con- 
sider matters. 

2984.  Were  you  here  when  my  learned  friend, 
Mr.  Pember,  was  addressing  the  Committee  ?  — 
I  was  here  most  of  the  time. 

2985.  Do  you  endorse  what  he  said  about  the 
desirability  of  transferring  the  various  water 
companies  to  a  trust  ? — I  think  a  trust  would  be 
preferable  to  the  plan  in  the  present  Bill,  be- 
cause you  would  be  able  to  select  persons  for 
their  special  knowledge  of  the  case,  and  also  it 
would  have  a  greater  element  of  permanence  ; 
but,  individually,  my  contention  is  that  we  have, 
at  any  rate  in  Kent,  and  in  most  of  the  other 
areas  also,  already  the  legal  right  to  the  Avhole 
of  the  profit  over  and  above  the  statutory 
dividend  which  is  now  being  paid,  and  there- 
fore we  have  nothing  to  gain  by  a  purchase  ; 
all  we  are  purchasing  is  the  chance  of  a 
loss.  If  I  have  an  arrangement  with  the  com- 
pany, under  which,  if  they  get  a  larger  profit,  I 
get  the  advantage,  and  if  they  made  a  less  profit 
they  bear  the  loss,  1  submit,  as  a  man  of  business, 
it  would  be  very  unwise  to  buy  under  those  cir- 
cumstances. 

2986.  I  am  afraid  T  have  not  quite  got  an 
answer  to  my  question.  Is  the  Kent  view  that 
there  should  be  a  transfer  to  a  trust  ?  My  learned 
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friend,  Mr.  Pember,  put  it  strongly  on  behalf  of 
Kent,  and  all  the  local  authorities,  that  that  was 
a  right  thing  to  do.  Do  you  endorse  that  view 
on  behalf  of  Kent? — ^I  think,  as  regards  the 
ratepayers  of  Kent,  they  would  be  better  ofiT 
under  the  other  plan. 

2986a.  Under  which  plan  ? — Under  the  plan 
of  control  of  the  companies  without  purchase. 

2987.  May  I  take  it  that  you  do,  cr  you  do 
not,  endorse  that  on  behalf  of  Kent? — No;  I 
would  rather  control  the  companies. 

2988.  Then  you  are  not  at  one  with  my  learned 
friend,  Mr.  Pember,  on  that  point  ? — No.  Not 
entirely  on  that  point. 

2989.  Not  at  all.  Is  it  the  view  of  the  Kent 
County  Council  that  there  shoidd  be  a  transfer 
to  a  trust  ? — I  think  I  must  leave  the  Chaix'mnn 
of  the  Kent  County  Council  to  speak  for  the 
Kent  County  Council. 

2990.  It  is  difficult  to  separate  you,  you  know 
here,  as  representing  Kent,  and  as  representing 
Kent,  do  you  say  it  is  desirable  there  should  be  a 
transfer  to  a  trust  ? — I  have  endeavoured  to  lay  ■ 
before  the  Committee  my  reasons  for  thinking 
that  we  have  already  a  right  to  all  the  profits 
which  can  be  made  over  and  above  the  statutory 
dividend  which  the  company  is  now  paying,  and 
therefore  we  have  no  object  in  purchasing,  and 
the  only  effect  of  purchasing  would  be  that  the 
ratepayers  miglit  make  a  loss.  We  cannot  make 
a  lai'ger  profit  and  we  might  make  a  loss. 

2991.  My  learned  friend,  Mr.  Pember,  made 
another  comment  I  want  to  call  attention  to  ;  his 
second  point,  his  first  being  there  ought  to  be  a 
trust,  so  that  any  Bill  dealing  with  water  ought 
to  have  been  carried  out  in  concert  with  the 
various  authorities.  Do  you  agree  with  his  com- 
plaint on  that  point  ? — Yes,  I  do.  We  are 
suffering  very  much  already  in  Kent  from  the 
water  being  pumped,  and  if  more  water  is  pumped 
to  supply  London  it  will  lower  our  springs,  and 
affect  our  county  generally.  There  is  no  doubt 
there  is  a  strong  feeling  in  Kent  that  it  is  very 
undesirable  that  a  larger  quantity  of  water  should 
be  pumped  from  Kent,  and  certainly  we  are 
afraid  if  the  London  County  Council  obtains 
control  of  the  sources  of  supply  in  Kent  that  a 
large  amount  will  be  pumped,  and  that  it  will 
not  only  interfere  with  the  power  of  the  Kent 
Company  to  supply  our  requirements  for  water, 
but  it  will  have  the  injurious  effect  of  lowering 
the  springs  which  are  already  gradually  succumb- 
ing to  the  effect  of  the  pumping  which  has 
already  taken  place.  Now,  as  long  as  the  matter 
is  left  in  the  hands  of  the  Kent  Company  they 
have  no  interest  in  supplying  the  rest  of  London  ; 
they  \\ould  not  do  so,  but  the  fear  of  the  Kent 
authorities,  and  that  I  believe  is  entirely  shared 
by  the  people  of  Kent,  is  that  if  this  company 
passes  into  the  hands  of  the  London  County 
Council  they  may  obtain  a  greater  supply  of 
water  from  Kent  in  order  to  supply  the  rest  of 
the  metropolis. 

2992.  Is  that  their  real  fear  about  this  Bill  ?— 
One  of  their  real  fears  is  that  they  will  have  to 
pay  more  for  the  water,  and  the  other  real  fear 
is  that  they  will  get  less  of  it. 

2993.  Do  you  know  that  we  are  on  the 
Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Y^nxhall  Transfer 
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Bills  ?  Will  the  passing  of  either  of  those  Bills 
give  the  London  County  Council  power  to  drain 
a  single  drop  of  water  from  Kent  ?  Follow  my 
question.  We  are  dealing  now  with  the  Lambeth 
and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Transfer  Bills. 
Would  the  passing  of  these  Bills  empower  the 
London  County  Council  to  drain  one  single  drop 
of  water  from  Kent  ? — No,  I  cannot  say  it  would, 
but  our  fear  is  that  it  would  establish  a  pre- 
cedent. 

2994.  You  mean  to  say  if  we  get  hold  of  the 
Kent  Company  by  a  subsequent  Bill,  without 
proper  provision  being  made  for  the  protection 
of  the  interests  of  Kent  under  that  Bill,  we 
might  hurt  you ;  is  that  so  ? — Yes. 

2995.  May  not  we  consider  that  when  we  come 
to  the  Kent  Bill? — I  take  it  that  the  Kent 
authority  would  be  rather  afraid  if  a  principle  is 
established  it  wovdd  be  applied  to  the  Kent  area 
also. 

2996.  But  do  you  not  know  that,  so  far  as  a 
principle  is  established,  this  Bill,  if  it  establishes 
any  principle  by  reason  of  the  agreements  which 
have  been  made  with  Surrey  and  Croydon, 
establishes  the  principle  that  protection  shovild 
be  given  to  the  districts  ? — No,  I  think  not. 

2997.  Why? — Because  there  is  nothing  in  the 
arrangements  with  Croydon  or  with  Surrey  which 
would  prevent  a  larger  amount  of  water  being 
piunped  from  Kent  for  the  supply  of  the 
Metropolis. 

2998.  But  in  the  matter  of  these  Bills,  in 
which  Surrey  and  Croydon  are  distinctly  in- 
terested ;  we  have  been  able,  under  the  terms 
of  the  Bills,  to  come  to  such  agreements  as 
have  satisfied  those  authorities.  Am  I  not 
right,  then,  in  suggesting,  that  so  far  as  pre- 
cedent goes,  in  dealing  with  the  subsequent  Bill 
of  the  Kent  Company  when  we  come  to  it,  the 
precedent  will  be  established  that  the  local 
authorities  ought  to  be  protected  in  some  such 
manner? — We  may  be  quite  wrong,  but  we  think 
that  the  ratepayers  of  Surrey  will  have  to  pay  a 
higher  price  for  their  water  under  those  agree- 
ments than  they  would  have  to  pay  if  they  let 
matters  alone. 

2999.  Under  which  agreements? — The  agree- 
ments with  the  London  County  Council. 

3000.  But  how  Avould  that  affect  Kent  ?— You 
said,  if  the  same  provisions  are  applied  to  Kent, 
and  we  think  if  it  would  increase  the  cost  of 
water  to  the  ratepayers  of  Surrey  a  similar 
agreement  would  make  it  dearer  to  the  ratepayers 
of  Kent. 

3001.  But  if  the  local  authorities  mainly  in- 
terested in  Lambeth  and  Surrey  have  been  able 
to  negotiate  a  satisfactory  agreement  to  protect 
themselves  why  should  you  not  be  able  to 
negotiate  a  similar  agreement  when  we  come  to 
the  question  of  the  Kent  Bill  Avhich  is  not  now 
before  us  ? — Of  course  we  may  be  quite  mistaken, 
but  we  think  the  arrangement  is  not  satisfactory, 
that  it  will  result  in  the  ratepayers  of  Surrey 
having  to  pay  higher  prices  for  their  water,  and 
that  if  a  similar  arrangement  is  made  for  Kent, 
that  the  water  of  Kent,  which  we  think  we  shall 
require  for  our  own  purposes,  will  be  taken  away 
to  supply  other  districts,  and  our  springs  would 
be  lowered. 
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3002.  Then  you  think  that  the  Surrey  people 
have  made  a  bad  bargain  ;  that  is  what  it  comes 
to  ?— Yes. 

3003.  There  is  no  reason  vyhy  you  should  not 
make  a  satisfactory  bargain,  is  there  ? — The 
essence  of  the  bargain,  as  I  understand  it,  is  that 
the  company  should  be  bought  up.  Our  view  is 
that  as  we  are  already  entitled  to  all  the  profit 
over  and  above  the  statutory  dividend  which  the 
company  is  now  paying,  we  should  get  the  profit 
as  long  as  we  have  proper  control  under  the 
present  arrangement,  and  that  the  only  eff"ect  of 
purchasing  would  be,  that  we  should  run  the  risk 
of  a  loss  which  we  do  not  at  present  incur. 

3004.  In  other  words,  your  Kent  circum- 
stances are  not  similar  to  those  of  Surrey  and 
Croydon  ? — So  far  as  the  extent  of  the  increased 
price  they  would  probably  pay  for  their  water 
is  concerned,  I  take  it  the  circumstances  

3005.  But  with  regard  to  the  sources,  your 
jioint  is  that  you  have  the  sources  in  Kent  now, 
is  it  not  ? — That  is  one  of  my  points. 

3006.  And  a  great  point,  is  it  not? — And  a 
great  point. 

3007.  And  you  are  desirous  nothing  should 
be  done  under  this  Bill  which  would  prejudice 
the  first  pull  on  that  for  Kent  purposes  ;  is  that 
it '' — Yes,  we  have  two  points  ;  in  the  first  place, 
we  believe  we  are  liable  to  have  the  water  taken 
which  we  require  for  the  purposes  of  other 
districts  ;  and,  secondly,  that  we  should  have  to 
pay  more  for  the  water  than  we  need,  and  our 
impression  is  that  under  the  arrangement  Surrey 
has  made,  they  will  be  liable  to  have  water  taken 
away  from  Surrey,  and  will  have  to  pay  more 
for  water.  I  do  not  say  those  are  the  only 
points. 

3008.  Those  are  the  only  two  main  points  ? — 
Yes. 

3009.  Do  you  agree  with  me  that  there  is 
nothing  whatever  in  either  of  these  two  Bills 
that  will  directly  prejudice  those  points,  only 
your  view  is  that  some  argument  may  be  drawn 
on  the  matter  of  general  principle  ;  is  that  so  ? — 
Yes,  I  think  that  is  so. 

3010.  If  we  say  distinctly  we  are  quite  content 
that  no  such  argument  as  that  should  be  drawn 
from  the  passing  of  this  Bill,  on  those  arrange- 
ments what  harm  is  there  to  you  ?  The  whole 
matter  is  left  open,  is  it  not  ? — If  the  Committee 
lays  down  certain  general  principles,  and  applies 
them  to  Surrey,  we  think  that  the  case  of  Kent 
will  be  very  much  prejudiced  in  opposing  any 
similar  Bill  hereafter. 

3011.  I  am  quite  content,  I  have  made  my 
point  ;  I  think  it  is  clear,  but  I  should  like  to 
make  sure  what  do  you  point  to  in  the  Bill  or  in 
the  agreement  which  will  put  a  higher  price  on 
the  Surrey  people' — At  present  the  Lambeth 
Company,  for  instance,  is  paying  all  but  their 
maximum  dividend,  and  if  it  is  necessary  to  lay 
out,  as  the  Royal  Commission  thought  it  would, 
several  millions  of  money  in  improving  the  water 
supply,  that  responsibility,  as  things  at  present 
stand,  will  fall  upon  the  Lambeth  Company. 
If  they  cannot  keep  up  their  dividend  the  share- 
holders will  suffer.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
Surrey  County  Council  take  it  over,  and  if  they 
find  they  have  to  spend  a  very  large  sum  either 
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Mr.  Worsley  Taylor — continued, 
to  make  reservoirs  in  the  Thames^  Valley  or  to 
bring  water  from  a  greater  distance,  that 
responsibility  and  that  possible  loss  which 
would  fall,  under  existing  circumstances,  on 
the  shareholders  would  fall  on  the  ratepayers. 
At  present,  if  the  company  is  more  prosperous, 
the  ratepayers  will  get  the  advantage,  and  if 
it  is  less  prosperous,  the  shareholders  will 
bear  the  burden.  Under  the  arrangement 
which  Surrey  has  made,  if  the  profit  becomes 
larger,  the  ratepayers  will  get  it,  as  they 
do  now ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  if  large 
expenses  have  to  be  incurred  in  obtaining  an 
additional  supply,  instead  of  there  being  any 
shareholders  to  suffer,  it  would  be  the  ratepayers 
who  would  suffer. 

3012.  Did  you  say  that  the  Lambeth  Company 
were  now  paying  their  maximum  dividend,  or 
very  nearlv  ? — Very  nearly. 

3013.  How  nearly  ?— I  think  they  are  paying 
9  or  9^  per  cent. 

3014.  Do  you  know,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that 
they  are  paying  it  ? — I  think  it  is  9^. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3015.  What  was  the  last  dividend? 
Mr.  Biffff.]  Nine  and  a-half  per  cent. 
Witness.']  That  is  within  J  per  cent,  of  their 

maximum. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3015.  *  Do  you  complain  that  there  has  been 
no  consultation,  or  no  adequate  consultation,  with 
the  various  local  authorities  in  Kent? — I  think  it 
would  have  been  better  that  there  should  have 
been  a  consultation  in  all  the  different  districts 
interested  in  the  matter.  In  Kent  we  have,  I 
think,  30  square  miles  within  the  district  of  the 
London  County  Council,  and  128  square  miles 
in  the  county  of  Kent,  outside  the  county  of 
London  ;  therefore,  the  area  of  the  Kent  Water 
Company  outside  London  is  larger  than  the  whole 
area  of  London. 

3016.  Has  not  this  matter  been  very  fully 
discussed  with  the  various  local  authorities  ? — 
It  has  been  discussed,  but  these  Bills  were  never 
submitted  to  them. 

3017.  I  said  the  whole  matter,  not  merely 
these  Bills  ;  as  a  matter  of  fact,  was  not  the 
whole  question  of  this  water  supply  discussed  at 
a  conference  in  Spring  Gardens  in  May  1891  ?— 
There  was  a  conference,  but  it  is  impossible  to 
discuss  the  whole  of  so  great  a  question  in  one 
conference. 

3018.  I  agree  ;  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  before 
then  had  there  not  been  considerable  discussion 
between  the  council  and  these  bodies,  and  con- 
siderable correspondence  ? — There  has  been  some  ; 
I  shouh!  not  say  considerable.  I  made  no  com- 
plaint upon  that  at  all. 

3019.  Of  course  there  were  representatives  of 
the  council  present ;  there  were  present  your- 
self, Sir  Thomas  Farrer,  Mr.  Dickenson,  Mr. 
Doubleday,  Mr.  Haggis,  in  various  capacities 
representing  the  London  County  Council,  was 
not  that  so  ;  then  there  was  Mr.  Dixon-Hartland 
for  Middlesex  ;  I  will  not  read  all  the  names  ; 
but  there  were  representatives  of  Tottenham, 
Hornsey,  the  Middlesex  County  Council,  Ux- 
bridge,  Richmond ;  I  will  give  the  names  for 
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Kent  :  Mr.  R.  Gordon  Mullen,  representing 
Bromley  and  Beckenham  Local  Boards,  Bromley 
Rural  Sanitary  Authority,  and  West  Kent  Main 
Sewerage  Board  ;  Mr.  H.  May,  Bromley  Rural 
Sanitary  Authority  and  West  Kent  Board ; 
Mr.  Alfred  Williams,  Bromley  Rural  Sanitary 
Authority  and  West  Kent  Board ;  there  were 
also  representatives  of  Watford  Local  Board  and 
Watford  Union  Rural  Sanitary  Authority  ; 
Beckenham,  Molesey,  and  Central  Middlesex  ; 
Soutligate  Local  Board  ;  Suburban  Districts 
Water  Sup^jly  Committee ;  Beckenham,  Bromley, 
Dartford,  and  other  Authorities ;  County  Coimcil 
of  Middlesex,  Essex  County  Council  and  Wal- 
thamstow  Local  Board  ;  East  Ham  Local  Board. 
Were  all  those  gentlemen  present  representing  the 
various  local  authorities  ? — I  believe  they  were. 

3020.  Had  there  been  various  resolutions 
which  it  was  intended  to  propose,  having  regard 
to  the  Bills  which  were  before  Parliament,  sub- 
mitted to  these  various  local  authorities  ? — I 
believe  so. 

3021.  I  will  come  to  the  resolutions  which 
were  discussed  and  which  were  actually  passed 
presently  ;  did  Mr.  Gordon  Mullen  say  this  at 
page  7  :  "  I  attend  here  to  represent  some  two  or 
three  of  the  Kent  authorities  ;  if  we  are  going 
to  discui^s  the  proposals  as  they  stand,  I  would 
venture,  with  your  permission,  to  place  our  views 
before  jou  with  regard  to  head  of  proposal  No.  1. 
I  should  like  to  suggest,  on  behalf  of  the  autho- 
rities that  I  have  the  honour  to  represent,  that 
proposal  No.  1  will  be  acceptable  to  them  if  it 
could  be  slightly  amended.  It  is  '  That  the 
system  of  water  management  and  distribution,  as 
generally  adopted  at  the  principal  provincial 
towns,  would  be  preferable  for  applications  to 
London  and  neighbourhood,  rather  than  the 
'  trust '  system  as  proposed  by  the  pending  Bill. 
I  am  going  to  invite  the  attention  of  those 
present  to  this,  and  ask  whether  you  would  strike 
out  the  words  '  as  generally  adopted  at  the  prin- 
cipal provincial  towns,'  and  insert  the  words 
'  local  authorities  of  the  various  districts.'  As 
far  as  we  are  concerned  we  agree  that  the 
London  County  Council  should  be  the  proper 
authority  for  administering  the  water  affairs  of 
the  metropolis,  and  we  contend  that  we  are  the 
proper  authorities  for  administering  the  water 
affairs  of  our  districts.  We  ask  that  those  words 
should  be  inserted,  and  I  am  authorised  to  assert, 
on  behalf  of  the  Kentish  authorities,  that  we 
should  be  prepared  to  accept  that  proposal  with 
that  amendment.  Following  on  the  words  of  the 
last  speaker,  I  can  say  that  there  is  no  desire  on 
the  part  of  the  authorities  that  I  represent  to 
have  any  representation  whatever  on  any  metro- 
politan trust.  We  agree  that  the  authority  of  the 
district  itself  should  be  the  proper  authority  to 
control  its  water  affairs,  and  therefore  we  should 
not  ask  for  any  representation  whatever  on  any 
metropolitan  authority,  but  would  rather  be 
allowed  to  purchase  our  own  water  supply  and 
to  administer  our  own  water  affairs."  Was  that 
said? — Yes,  that  was  said. 

3022.  You,  I  see,  were  in  the  chair,  and  I 
think,  a  little  further  down  on  that  page,  you 
said  :  "  The  intention  is  to  follow  Manchester  and 
other  systems  which  have  been  laid  down,  in 
which  the  authority  for  the  management  of  the 
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water  and  distribution  is  the  central  authority, 
although  it  may  draw  water  from  outside  that 
area,  or  may  buy  up  companies  which  have  a 
jurisdiction  outside  their  own  particular  area. 
The  object  you  have  in  view  is  intended  to  be 
reserved  entirely  under  proposal  No.  3,  coujoled 
with  4  and  5.  No.  3  is  '  that  the  supply  of 
water  to  each  district  in  the  metropolitan  water 
area,  outside  the  boundary  of  the  county  of 
London,  should  be,  as  far  as  practicable,  in  the 
hands  of  the  local  authority  of  sucli  district.'  " 
I  do  not  think  I  need  read  any  more  of  that,  but 
I  will  if  you  wish  ?  — That,  1  think,  was  what 
Mr.  Harrison  said.    You  said  I  said  it. 

3023.  Was  he  in  the  chair?— Yes. 

3024.  Then  Mr.  Mullen  says  again  :  "  I 
quite  understand  the  views  that  you  have  ex- 
pressed, and  on  behalf  of  the  authorities  that  I 
represent  we  are  quite  prepared  to  accept  No.  3 
as  it  stands."  (I  will  come  to  what  that  was 
later).  "  The  only  thing  we  have  in  our  minds 
is  that  No.  1  would  be  more  consistent  with 
No.  3,  amended  in  the  way  I  siiggested.  Of 
course  if  that  does  not  commend  itself  to  the 
meeting,  I  will  not  push  it  further.  That  would 
leave  the  London  County  Council  the  absolute 
control  of  the  supply  of  water  to  the  district. 
I  quite  asfree  Avith  what  the  chairman  said, 
that  Parliament  would  not  for  a  moment 
agree  that  the  London  County  Coimcil  should 
be  only  authorised  to  buy  a  portion  of  the  under- 
taking. Take  oiu*  Kent  Waterworks.  They 
supply  an  area  in  the  district  I  represent  10 
times  the  area  of  the  district  they  would  supply 
in  the  metropolis.  But  if  you  take  over  a 
water  company's  undertaking  in  its  entirety, 
you  would  take  it  over  and  arrange  with  us  aso 
the  remainder,  or  sell  to  us  the  remainder."  This 
is  what  Mr.  Gordon  Mullen  said,  a^ain  repre- 
senting the  Kent  local  authorities  ? — I  believe 
at  that  time  that  was  the  view  of  the  local 
authorities  of  Kent. 

3025.  Then  I  think  you  yourself  said  this : 
"  Unless  that  is  done,  I  feel,  speaking  for  Kent  " 
(and  I  have  no  doubt  the  same  is  the  case  else- 
where), "  wells  will  be  drained  more  and  more,  and 
we  shall  be  more  and  more  deprived  of  water.  The 
present  state  of  things  is  bad  enough  already, 
and,  of  course,  as  population  increases,  it  will  go 
from  bad  to  worse,  and  therefore  I  say,  on 
behalf  of  Kent,  that  there  should  be  a  plan 
arrived  at  by  which  we  might  introduce  into  the 
metropolitan  area  a  supply  of  water  from  out- 
side."   That  was  yoiu-  view  then  ? — Yes. 

3026.  And  as  you  said  then  :  "  I  live  in  Kent, 
and  my  interests  are  Kentish  interests."  You 
said  that,  did  you  ? — Yes ;  I  think  I  said  to  a 
great  extent  Kentish  interests,  because  1  have 
some  London  interests  as  well. 

3027.  No  doubt.  Then  did  Mr.  May,  repre- 
senting the  Bromley  Rural  Sanitary  Authority, 
say  this  :  "  Mr.  Chairman,  I  represent  one  or 
two  authorities  in  Kent,  and  1  think  there  is  no 
doubt  that  we  are  unanimous  on  two  points :  First, 
that  the  water  supply  of  the  metropolis  should 
be  vested  in  the  London  County  Council. 
Secondly,  that  the  water  supply  of  the  areas 
outside  the  metropolis  should  be  vested  in  the 
local  autl-orities  outside  the  metropolis."  Mr. 
May  represents  that  as  a  unanimous  view.  He 
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says  "  we,"  but  whether  he  means  Kent  or  not, 
1  do  not  know.  At  any  rate,  that  was  said,  was 
it  not  ?— Yes  ;  but  1  do  not  think  they  had 
realised  the  fact  that  the  Kent  Company  was 
paying  its  maximum  dividend. 

3028.  They  did  not  know  the  position,  that  is 
your  point  ? — They  knew  it,  of  course,  prac- 
tically ;  but  I  do  not  think  they  realised  it. 

3029.  Did  you  further,  on  page  14,  say  :  "  I 
think  that  Mr.  Baker,  if  he  will  kindly  consider 
the  matter  a  little  further,  will  see  that  our 
interests  in  Kent  are  not  what  he  supposes. 
The  object  of  this  is  that  we  should  not  be 
giving  too  large  a  price  in  buying  up  the  in- 
terests of  the  water  companies.  Of  course, 
eventually  all  these  districts  will,  to  a  certain 
extent,  have  an  interest  in  common,  and  if  too 
large  a  price  is  paid  to  the  water  companies,  it 
is  quite  clear  the  water  will  cost  no  more  than 
it  would  do  if  we  were  able  to  buy  them  on 
more  reason^ible  terms.  Therefore  the  interests 
of  Kent  in  that  respect  are  the  same  as  those  of 
the  rest."  Then  you  refer  to  water  being 
pumped.  "  It  is  being  pumped  to  a  considerable 
extent  at  present.  Individually  I  would  prefer 
that  that  should  not  be  carried  on  lurther. 
The  whole  question  is,  that  we  should  not  be 
giving  too  high  a  price  to  the  water  companies. 
In  that  respect  our  interests  are  identical.  The 
expense  of  bringing  Avater  from  Wales  or  else- 
where, if  required,  would  not  fall  especially 
upon  Kent;  ic  should  be  a  matter  for  the  whole 
of  the  area.  Whether  that  is  done  or  not  it  is 
clear  that  it  is  not  desirable  to  give  more  than  a 
fair  price  to  the  water  companies  that  are  bought 
up.  In  that  the  interests  of  the  districts  are 
alike.  So  that  at  that  time  your  view  that  it 
was  desirable  that  London  Avater  should  be  in 
the  hands  of  London  ;  that  there  should  be 
proper  protection  in  the  districts  outside  ;  that 
it  might  Avell  be  desirable  to  go  outside  the 
existing  sources  of  supply  for  a  fresh  supply, 
and  that  care  should  be  taken  that  there  Avere 
proper  and  fair  terms  of  purchase,  so  that 
London  and  the  districts  outside  should  not  pay 

too  much  for  their  water  ? — I  do  not  see  that 

that  follows  from  the  passage  you  have  quoted  at 
all. 

3030.  Why  ? — What  I  say  in  those  passages 
is  that  it  is  quite  clear  it  is  to  the  interest  of 
Kent,  as  to  the  other  districts,  that  if  Ave  buy 
up  the  Avater  companies  it  is  desirable  to  buy 
them  as  cheaply  as  possible  ;  but  I  did  not  saj'- 
it  was  desirable  to  buy  them  up  ;  on  the  con- 
trary, I  opposed  it.  From  that  point  of  vicAA^ 
I  said  our  interests  in  Kent  were  the  same  as 
those  of  the  rest  of  the  metropolitan  district. 

3031.  Did  no  one  dispiite  Mr.  May's  state- 
ment AA'hen  he  said  that  the  meeting  Avas  una- 
nimous that  the  Avater  supply  of  the  metropolis 
shoidd  be  vested  in  the  London  County  Covmcil ; 
was  that  disputed  by  anybody  at  the  meeting  ? 

Mr.  Pope.']  The  authority  he  was  repre- 
senting, Avhoever  the  "  we  "  are. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor,'\  Quite  so. 

Witness^]  Of  course  I  must  leave  Mr.  May  to 
explain  his  own  words  ;  but  Avhat  I  rather  un- 
derstood at  the  time  was  that  he,  as  representing 
some  of  the  Kent  local  authoi'ities,  did  not  Avish 
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to  interfere  with  what  the  London  anthorities 
might  think  to  the  advantage  of  London  ;  but 
he  was  anxious  that  the  supply  of  Kent  water 
should  be  reserved  for  the  county  of  Kent. 
Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3032.  Quite  so  ;  but  there  were  two  branches. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  had  notice  of  the  resolution 
intended  to  be  proposed  at  that  meeting  been 
sent  to  every  local  authority  in  Kent  ? — I  believe 
that  was  so.  I  do  not  know  it,  but  I  under- 
stood so. 

3033.  Therefore  every  local  authority  in 
Kent  has  been  invited  to  send  representatives 
to  that  meeting  with  full  notice  of  the  matter 
to  be  discussed,  and  of  the  resolutions  to  be 
submitted  ? — I  do  not  doubt  that  that  was  so. 

3034.  And  when  Mr.  May  said,  "  We  are 
unanimous,"  whoever  he  was  pointing  to  there, 
"first  that  the  water  supply  of  the  metropolis 
should  be  vested  in  the  London  County  Council, 
and  second  that  the  water  supply  of  the  area 
outside  the  metropolis  should  be  vested  in  the 
local  authorities  outside  the  metropolis."  I 
think,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  at  that  meeting, 
nobody  disputed  either  of  those  propositions  ? — 
I  take  it  that  Mr.  May  was  stating  then  the 
opinion  of  his  own  district  board. 

3035.  That  might  be  ;  but  I  have  called  your 
attention  to  the  fact  of  the  invitation,  and  was 
this  the  fact  that  there  was  no  dissent  from 
anybody  at  that  meeting  to  either  of  those  pro- 
positions ? — 1  think  there  has  been  a  change  of 
opinion  since  then. 

3036.  That  might  be.  I  am  coming  to  that 
presently.  Did  you  yourself,  on  page  17,  say 
this  :  "  There  are,  I  think,  practically  three 
courses  open :  either  that  you  should  leave  the 
.whole  supply  to  the  County  Council  ;  take  the 
whole  supply  yourselves  ;  or  take  water  in  bulk 
from  us,  and  then  distribute  it  as  you  please  to 
the  residents  in  these  districts.  Practically 
these  clauses  give  you  the  option  of  selecting 
which  you  prefer  "  ? — I  do  not  think  that  that  is 
very  clear.  I  do  not  understand  that  this  is  a  ver- 
batim report,  and  I  do  not  quite  understand  it 
as  it  appears  here. 

3037.  I  think  the  suggestions  were  made 
before  the  local  authorities,  and  you  summed 
them  up  in  three  ways  as  stated  here  ;  that  was 
80,  was  it  not  ? — That  was  so,  having  reference 
to  the  results  which  were  submitted.  The  Com- 
mittee will,  perhaps,  kindly  remember  that  I 
was  opposed  to  the  purchase  of  the  companies  for 
the  resaons  I  have  given,  but  I  was  in  the 
minority  on  my  Council.  I  was  Chairman  of 
the  Council  at  that  time,  and  it  would  have  been, 
I  think,  improper  for  me  to  take  an  opportunity 
of  a  meeting  of  that  kind  to  air  individual 
opinions  which  were  not  opinions  of  the  Council. 
We  had  submitted  certain  proposals  to  various 
local  authorities,  and  my  remarks  had  reference 
simply  to  those  resolutions,  and  I  think  it  would 
have  been  improper  for  me  to  start  a  fresh  hare, 
so  to  speak,  knowing  I  was  in  a  minority  in  the 
Council. 

3038.  Still,  you  did  point  out  that  there  were 
those  three  courses  open  ? — As  regards  these 
particular  resolutions,  yes. 

3039.  Now  I  come  to  the  resolutions.  Were 
these  resolutions  put  to  the  meeting  ?    First  : 
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"  That  the  system  of  water  management  and  dis- 
tribution, as  generally  adopted  at  the  principal 
provincial  towns,  would  be  preferable  for  appli- 
cation to  London  and  neighbourhood,  rather  than 
the  establishment  of  a  water  trust  as  proposed  by 
the  pending  Bill "  ? — Yes,  that  was  one  resolu- 
tion, but  will  you  allow  me  to  point  out  that  I 
think  the  principle  of  that  distribution  was  that 
the  main  localities  interested  should  manage  the 
water.  Now  in  the  case  of  London  it  is  obvious, 
as  everybody  can  see  from  the  map,  that  water 
London  is  much  larger  than  the  London  County 
Coimcil,  and  it  was  rather  water  London,  I 
think,  which  we  pointed  at  there.  Then  as  re- 
gards the  trust,  it  expressly  says  not  as  prefer- 
able to  the  establishment  of  a  water  trust ;  if 
that  had  been  what  was  meant,  it  would  have 
stopped  there,  but  it  said  :  "  Water  trust  as  pro- 
posed in  the  Bill,"  and  one  great  objection  I  felt 
to  the  water  trust  as  proposed  in  the  Bill  was 
that  it  was  such  a  large  and  unmanageable  trust, 
and  in  the  management  of  executive  business  I 
do  not  believe  it  can  be  done  by  a  very  large 
body. 

3040.  I  believe  that  before  the  Committee  of 
1891  full  evidence  was  given  with  regard  to  the 
provincial  corpoiations  which  had  their  water 
supply  as  to  the  proportions  inside  and  out,  and 
all  the  matters  were  gone  into  at  length?— I 
may  be  wrong,  but  I  thought  the  Committee  of 
1891  considered  they  could  not  go  into  those 
questions,  and  did  not  express  any  opinion  upon 
them. 

3041.  That  is  a  matter  of  evidence.  Was  this 
the  second  resolution  :  "  That  the  question  of 
the  efficiency  of  the  present  sources  of  supply  for 
the  future  requirements  of  London  and  neigh- 
bourhood must  be  adequately  investigated  before 
any  decision  can  be  come  to  as  to  the  expediency 
or  terms  of  purchasing  all  or  any  part  of  the 
undertakings  of  the  water  companies"? — Part  of 
the  complaint  we  make  in  Kent  is  that  that  has 
not  been  done  :  that  there  has  been  no  investiga- 
tion as  to  the  efficiency  of  the  present  sources  of 
supply  before  this  purchase  ;  I  mean  by  the 
local  authorities. 

3042.  Is  that  a  complaint  that  Kent  makes  ? 
— Again,  I  will  leave  the  Chairman  of  the  Kent 
County  Council  to  deal  with  that. 

3043.  Then  the  third  resolution  is,  and  this  is 
the  one  I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  particu- 
larly :  "  That  the  supply  of  water  in  each  dis- 
trict in  the  metropolitan  water  area,  outside  the 
boundary  of  the  county  of  London,  should  be  as 
far  as  practicable  in  the  hands  of  the  local 
authority  of  such  district,  and  within  the  county 
of  London  in  the  hands  of  the  London  County 
Council,"  were  those  three  resolutions  carried 
unanimously  ? — Yes  ;  I  believe  that  is  so. 

3044.  Therefore  that  meeting,  at  all  events, 
had  before  it  two  matters,  a  trust  as  opposed  to 
the  system  in4he  large  provincial  towns  ? — No, 
I  think  not ;  it  was  the  trust  as  proposed  in  the 
Bill. 

3045.  The  minutes  are  before  the  Committee, 
and  we  can  argue  it.  Secondly,  the  supply  of 
London  itself  being  in  the  hands  of  the  London 
County  Council,  and  outside  London  in  the 
hands  of  the  local  authorities,  and  as  the  result 
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of  that  discussion  that  resolution  was  carried 
unanimously  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

3046.  Subsequently  to  that,  there  was  a 
further  conference  held  between  the  members 
of  the  water  committee  of  the  London  County 
Council  and  certain  representatives  of  outside 
authorities  on  the  30th  July  1894?— Yes. 

3047.  Was  that  conference  held  as  the  result 
of  an  invitation  which  had  been  sent  out  to  all 
the  outside  authorities  on  the  10th  July,  which 
I  will  read  :  "  London  County  Council,  Spring 
Gardens,   S.W.,    10th  July,   1894.     Sir,  the 
council  on  the  3rd  instant  resolved  that  eight 
separate  Bills  should  be  prepared  for  the  acqui- 
sition by  the  council  of  the  undertakings  of  the 
eight  metropolitan  water  companies,  and  gave 
the  necessary  instructions  to  its  Parliamentary 
Committee  to  prepare  the  Bills.    In  considering 
the  terms  of  the  Bills  it  will  be  necessary  to  give 
due  attention  to  the  interests  of  many  local 
sanitary  and  administrative  authorities  outside 
the  County  of  London,  and,  in  this  connection,  I 
am  again  to  remind  you  of  the  conference  held 
at  this  office  in  1891,  upon  the  subject  of  the 
water  Bills  of  that  Session.    On  that  occasion  a 
proposal,  to  which  I  have  already  called  your 
attention  in  my  letter  of  the  15th  March  last, 
was  made  in  the  following  terms  :  '  In  the  event 
of  the  undertaking  of  any  metropolitan  water 
company  being  purchased,  any  local  autliority 
outside  the  London  County  boundary,  and  within 
the  area  of  supplj^  of  such  company,  shall  have 
the  option  either  (1)  of  purchasing  on  suitable 
terms  so  much  of  the  works  of  distribution  as 
is  appropriated  to  the  district  of  such  local 
authority,  with  the  right  to  a  supply  of  water  in 
bulk  from  the  London  County  Council  on  terms 
to  be  arranged  ;  or  (2)  of  having  water  supplied 
direct  by  the  London  County  Council.'    In  my 
letter  of  the  15th  March,  referred  to  above,  I 
intimated  to  the  'local  authorities  outside  London 
that  the  Water  Committee  would  be  prepared  to 
advise  the  council  to  adhere  to  this  proposal.  I 
am  now  directed  to  state  that,  with  a  view  to  a 
discussion  of  this  and  other  matters  connected 
with  the  proposed  Bills,  the  Water  Committee 
think  it  very  desirable  that  there  should  be  a 
conference  with  the  various  authorities  interested 
similar  to  ihat  held  in  the  year  1891  ;  and  I  am 
to  invite  your  authority  to  depute  two  represen- 
tatives to  meet  the  committee  at  the  County 
Hall  in  Spring  Gardens,  on  Monday,  the  30th 
Jiily,  at  three  o'clock.    I  shall  be  glad  to  receive 
the  names  of  your  representatives  at  your  earliest 
convenience.    I  am,  sir,  your  obedient  servant, 
H.  de  la  Hooke,  Clerk  to  the  Council."    As  a 
matter  of  fact,  do  you  know  that  that  was  sent 
to  all  the  county  councils ;  that  is  to  say,  the 
county  councils  of  Surrey,  Middlesex,  Essex, 
Kent,  and  Hertford,  and  all  the  local  authoritiefi. 
I  have  all  their  nam.es  here  ? — I  do  not  doubt  it, 
if  you  say  so  ;  I  do  not  know  at  all. 

3048.  At  that  conference  did  there  attend,  in 
addition  to  representatives  of  the  London  Water 
Committee  of  the  County  Council,  representa- 
tives from  the  various  county  councils.  I  see 
Middlesex,  Surrey,  Kent,  Hertfordshire,  West 
Ham,  and  a  number  of  local  authorities  were 
represented? — At  that  time  I  was  very  busy 
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with  Parliamentary  matters,  and  I  did  not  attend 
that  conference,  so  that  1  am  really  not  Avell 
acquainted  with  what  took  place  there. 

3049.  We  intended  to  call  Mr.  Bassett 
Hopkins,  and  in  the  course  of  his  evidence  we 
should  have  had  this,  and  I  think  it  would  be 
desirable  that  these  two  conferences  should  be  on 
the  minutes. 

Mr.  Pope.^^  You  closed  your  case  by  your  own 
act,  and  you  must  not  supplement  it. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  Very  well  then,  my  only 
course  is  to  ask  Sir  John  Lubbock  a  question 
about  it. 

Mr.  Pope.]  He  says  he  does  not  know. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3050.  I  will  put  it  in  this  way.  (To  the 
Witness)  :  Speaking  even  where  we  are  now. 
You  are  aware  that  such  a  conference  as  that 
took  place  ? — I  do  not  wish  to  make  any  diffi- 
culty about  it.  I  believe  it  was  so,  but  1  was 
not  present.  I  do  not  know  it  as  my  own  know- 
ledge in  any  way. 

3051.  The  suggestion  was  made  strongly  by 
my  learned  fi'iend,  Mr.  Pember,  that  we  had 
not  taken  the  various  local  authorities  into  our 
confidence  in  promoting  these  Bills,  and  it  was 
for  this  reason  that  I  wish  to  bring  this  before 
you.  1  am  quite  content,  having  read  so  much, 
to  leave  it  there.  I  thought  it  desirable  you 
should  have  it  all  before  you  ? — I  do  not  think 
there  was  any  intention  of  complaining  that 
there  was  any  want  of  courtesy,  but  I  think  what 
the  Kent  authorities  meant  was  that  it  was  desir- 
able that  they  should  have  seen  the  draft  of  the 
Bill,  and  had  an  opportunity  of  making  remarks 
upon  it. 

3052.  I  should  have  liked  to  have  asked  you 
something  about  this  conference,  but  if  you  say 
you  are  not  cognisant  of  what  passed  1  cannot, 
and  my  learned  friends  will  not  let  me  put  it  on 
the  minutes. 

Chairman.]  As  I  understand,  this  conference 
to  which  you  are  referring  now  took  place  either 
before  the  Bill  was  framed  or  at  all  events  before 
it  was  submitted  to  the  representatives  of  the 
outside  authorities,  if  it  ever  was  ;  and  as  I  under- 
stand, what  Sir  John  Lubbock  complains  of,  and 
what  the  county  of  Kent  authorities  complained 
of,  was  that  they  were  not  consulted  as  regards 
this  Bill. 

Mr.  Wordey  Taylor.]  But  you  see  the  letter 
of  10th  July  says  this  ■ 

Witness.]  I  did  not  say  that  the  Kent 
authoi-ities  complain,  and  it  was  not  part  of  my 
examination-iu-chief.  I  made  no  complaint  at 
all. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  I  quite  agree  you  did 
not,  but  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Pember,  did. 

Mr.  Pember.]  Show  me  what  it  is  you  want 
to  put  in.  I  cannot  tell  whether  I  shall  object 
until  I  see  it, 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3053.  You  will  I'emember  the  letter  of  the 
10th  July  says  the  Bills  are  being  drafted,  and 
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we  desire  to  have  the  views  of  the  various  local 
authorities  with  regard  to  drafting  them.  Now 
I  will  come  to  something  quite  recent,  Are  you 
aware  that  on  the  6th  June,  1895,  the  Kent 
County  Council  resolved  unanimously  as 
follows  :  "  That  this  meeting  is  of  opinion  that 
the  Kent  authorities  should  insist  on  retaining 
the  pordon  of  the  Kent  Water  Undertaking 
outside  the  metropolis  with  the  same  quantity  of 
water  as  they  now  have  from  the  wells  outside 
the  metropolis,  so  long  as  the  Kent  authorities 
can  do  so  without  impoverishing  the  supplj'  to 
the  inhabitants  of  Kent  outside  the  metropolis. 
That  if  the  Kent  authorities  purchase  the  Kent 
Water  undertaking  outside  the  metropolis  the 
portion  of  Beckenham  supplied  by  the  Lambeth 
Water  Company  shall  be  supplied  by  the  Kent 
authority  and  all  necessary  clauses  to  carry  this 
into  effect  be  inserted  in  the  documents  carrying 
out  the  transfer."  Are  you  aware  of  that? — 
Will  you  allow  me  to  say,  as  I  have  also  the 
honour  of  being  a  member  of  the' London  County 
Council,  1  am  quite  sure  it  was  the  wish  of  my 
colleagues  to  treat  the  outside  authorities  with 
every  possible  courtesy.  I  should  like  to  say 
that  was  their  wish.  I  made  no  complaint  as 
regards  Kent,  and  if  T  had  been  asked  the  ques- 
tion I  should  have  said  at  once  not  only  the 
London,  County  Council  had  every  desire  to 
treat  the  outside  authorities  with  every  respect. 

3054.  I  began  by  asking  you,  whether  you 
endorsed  what  has  been  said  by  Mr.  Pember, 
you  will  remember  — Quite  so,  I  remember 
that. 

3055.  Are  you  aware  that  this  resolution  was 
passed  on  the  6th  June,  1895  :  "  That  this 
m<!eting  is  of  opinion  that  the  Kent  authorities 
should  insist  on  retaining  the  portion  of  the 
Kent  water  undertaking  outside  the  metropolis, 
but  are  willing  to  supply  the  metropolis  with 
the  same  quantity  of  water  as  they  now  have 
from  the  wells  outside  the  metropolis,  so  long  as 
the  Kent  authorities  can  do  so  without  im- 
poverishing the  supply  to  the  inhabitants  of 
Kent  outside  the  metropolis.  That  if  the  Kent 
authorities  purchase  the  Kent  water  undertaking 
outside  the  metropolis  the  portion  of  Beckenham 
now  supplied  by  the  Lambeth  Water  Company 
shall  be  supplied  by  the  Kent  authority,  and 
all  necessary  clauses  to  carry  this  into  effect  be 
inserted  in  the  documents  carrying  out  the 
transfer."  Are  you  aware  of  that  ? — Yes.  As 
1  understand  the  position  of  the  Kent  local 
authorities,  it  is  that  they  would  prefer  a  system 
of  control  of  the  water  companies,  but  that  if 
there  is  to  be  a  purchase  they  consider  they 
should  have  the  control  of  the  water  supply,  and 
give  London  the  present  supply  which  it  has  from 
our  district,  and  if  they  can  give  more  they  would 
not  be  unwilling  to  do  so.  On  the  other  hand,  a 
suggestion  on  the  part  of  the  London  County 
Council  is  that  they  should  have  the  water 
supply  and  supply  Kent,  and  I  believe  the  Kent 
authorities  consider  that  as  by  far  the  larger  part 
of  the  area  is  under  their  jurisdiction,  they  should 
have  the  control  of  the  water  su[)i)ly. 

3056.  Quite  so,  but  will  you  allow  me  to  call 
your  attention  to  this.  We  are  dealing  with  the 
Bills  now  affecting  the  Lambeth  and  South- 
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wark  and  Vauxhall  Companies,  and  there  is  not 
a  word  in  that  resolution  affecting  the  Lambeth 
and  Sputhwark  and  Vauxhall  transfers.  Is 
there  ? — No  ;  I  think  not. 

3057.  All  that  there  is  there  is  something  to 
be  done  in  the  event  of  a  subsequent  Bill  for 
purchasing  the  Kent  Company  being  sanctioned. 

Mr.  Pcmhcr?\  But  surely  it  is  a  fact,  is  it  not 
(1  may  be  wrong)  that  the  very  same  clauses 
that  there  are  with  regard  to  the  purchase  by 
the  local  authorities  outside  of  the  mains  and 
other  works  of  distribution  and  the  clauses  as  to 
the  supply  of  Avater  in  bulk  which  are  in  the 
Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bills 
are  common  to  all  the  others. 

Mr.  (VorsUy  Taylor.^  I  quite  agree. 

Mr.  Peir.ber.^  Then  Ave  were  discussing  the 
thing  as  a  matter  of  principle  involved  in  all  the 
eight  Bills. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.'\  We  have  said  again 
and  again  we  are  willing  to  vary  these  matters, 
and  Ave  have  varied  them  in  the  case  of  Croydon 
and  Surrey.  (To  the  ll'itncss.)  I  call  your 
attention  again  to  this  matter.  Does  not  this 
imply  that  even  when  you  come  to  the  Kent  Bill 
there  underlies  this  a  supposition  that  there  is  to 
be  a  transfer  to  the  Kent  Company,  and  as  part 
of  the  transfer  arrangements  may  be  made,  and 
it  would  be  possible  to  make  arrangements  which 
would  satisfy  Kent. 

Mr.  I'embcr.]  You  do  not  say  you  will  agree 
Avith  them. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3058.  Because  Ave  have  not  got  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  Kent  Bill.  (To  the  Witness.)  Is  not 
that  implied  in  the  unanimous  resolution  of  your 
Council  of  the  6th  June  ? — We  contend  that  we 
cannot  benefit  by  the  transfer,  and  Ave  shall  pro- 
bably lose  by  the  transfer  ;  but  if  a  transfer  is  to 
be  made  then  we  contend  Ave  should  have  the 
water  in  our  hands  and  supply  Avhat  Ave  can 
spare  to  London,  on  the  ground  that  the  collect- 
ing area  is,  by  far  the  larger  jiart  of  it,  in  the 
Kent  district. 

3059.  I  represented  this  at  a  meeting  of  the 
County  Council,  but  I  understand  it  was  a  reso- 
lution passed  at  a  meeting  of  the  Kent  authorr- 
ties.  'Iherefore,  does  not  that  imply  that 
provided  proper  arrangements  are  made  Avhen 
we  come  to  the  question  of  the  Kent  Bill  they 
will  be  satisfied  that  there  shall  be  a  transfer. 
In  other  Avords,  Avhere  is  there  one  Avord  in  that 
last  unanimous  resolution  of  the  Avhole  of  the 
Kent  authorities  which  dissents  from  a  transfer 
provided  it  l)e  made  on  proper  terms,  using  the 
word  "  proper  "  from  your  point  of  view. 

Mr.  Pcmhcr.^  Surely  this  is  not  fair.  As  I 
ventured  to  put  it  in  the  speech  I  made  just 
now,  and  it  is  quite  in  accordance  Avith  what  Sir 
John  Lubbock  says,  the  only  thing  that  Avill 
satisfy  Kent,  if  there  is  to  be  made  any  transfer 
at  all,  is  this  :  that  your  Bill  must  be  turned 
upside  down,  and  instead  of  the  transfer  being 
made  from  the  Kent  Company  to  you,  and  you 
to  dole  out  to  us,  at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by  arbi- 
tration, a  certain  amount  of  the  water,  and  you 
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to  sell  to  us  a  certain  amount  of  the  works  for 
distribution  ;  instead  of  that,  which  is  the  scheme 
of  the  whole  of  these  eight  Bills  with  regard  to 
the  outside  authorities,  we  say  if  anything  is 
done  at  all  in  Kent,  the  principle  should  be 
absolutely  reversed. 

Chairman.']  So  we  understand  from  the 
witness. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  I  feel  in  considerable 
difficulty  about  this  matter,  because  now  Sir 
John  Lubbock  has  admitted  that  there  is  no 
objection  whatever  taken  to  the  transfer  in  the 
two  cases  before  you,  the  whole  point  arises 
now ;  when  we  come  to  the  question  of  Kent  I 
do  not  know  whether  it  is  necessary  to  go  into 
that  matter.  We  have  said  again  and  again  the 
decision  on  the  matter  of  the  Lambeth  and 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bills  is  not  to  prejudice 
the  position  of  anybody  with  regard  to  the  Kent 
Company. 

Mr.  Pope]  It  is  very  easily  said. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  Are  we  to  argue  the 
question  of  the  Kent  Bill  ? 

Chairman.]  Is  not  part  of  your  proposal  the 
general  acquisition  of  the  whole  of  these  com- 
panies ?  That  is  your  general  scheme,  and  you 
have  assured  us  by  counsel  and  Avitnesses.  I 
think  also  that  it  is  your  intention  to_  go  through 
with  that  general  scheme.  Then,  is  it  not  fair  at 
this  stage  for  the  other  County  Councils  who  are 
concerned  in  the  matter  to  put  forward  their 
objections? 

Mr.  'Worsley  Taylor.l  Undoubtedly.  We 
have  said  we  intend  to  promote  Bills  for  the 
acquisition  of  these  various  undertakings,  in- 
cluding Kent,  of  course  ;  but  are  we  now  to  go 
into  the  question  of  the  terms  of  the  transfer  ? 

Chairman.]  I  do  not  think  the  witness  has 
gone  further  than  is  necessary  in  order  to  sub- 
stantiate his  objections. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  According  to  our  view, 
this  raises  the  whole  question  of  the  terms  on 
which  such  a  transfer  is  to  take  place. 

Mr.  Pember.]  It  raises  the  question  of  the 
principle. 

Chairman.]  It  raises  certainly  the  question  of 
the  terms  in  the  sense  that  to  a  certain  extent, 
as  I  understand  the  Surrey  County  Council  is 
put  out  of  court  to  a  certain  extent,  and  it  can- 
not come  here  on  this  Bill ;  but  then  the  other 
County  Councils,  as  I  understand  the  case  of  the 
Petitioners,  say,  "  We  shall  be  prejudiced  if  this 
first  Bill  is  adopted,  and  we  have  a  right  to  be 
heard,  because  that  first  Bill  is  to  be  the  typical 
Bill  of  a  general  scheme,  of  which  we  do  not 
propose  to  separate  the  various  parts,  except  in 
point  of  time."  Under  those  circumstances,  I 
think  this  is  all  fair. 

Mr.  'Worsley  Taylor.]  We  have  said  distinctly 
they  are  not  to  be  prejudiced. 

Chairman.]  Prejudice  might  be  explained 
afterwards  in  many  senses.  I  think  this  is  the 
time  at  which  the  County  Councils,  if  they  are 
to  make  any  opposition  at  all,  must  make  it  effec- 
tually. I  do  not  say  whether  their  opposition  is 
right  or  wrong  a  bit,  but  I  should  say  they  are 
entitled  to  argue  it  now. 


Mr.   Worsley    Taylor.]    Then  I   would  sub- 


mi  t- 


Chairman.]  And  they  have  argued  it  by  the 
mouth  of  their  counsel. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  But  you  will  remember 
our  witnesses  have  not  been  cross-examined  upon 
this  point  of  how  far  the  passing  of  these  Bills 
will  embody  a  principle  which  must  of  necessity 
affect  a  subsequent  Bill  which  is  not  before 
you. 

Chairman.]  The  non-cross-examination  may 
be  a  matter  of  comment,  but  it  was  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  counsel  to  cross-examine  or  not. 

Mr.  Pemher.]  Another  thing  my  friend  re- 
minds me  of;  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  did  cross- 
examine  to  this  principle,  and  besides  that,  Ave 
are  not  responsible  for  the  fact  that  my  friend 
closed  his  case  after  the  first  three  witnesses, 
and  takes  Mr.  Binnie  out  of  the  box,  from  whom 
perhaps  Ave  might  have  got  a  little  useful  infor- 
mation. The  Chairman  of  the  Water  Committee 
was  not  called  either. 

Chairman.]  I  think  you  had  better  go  on  Avith 
the  cross-examination. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3059a.  (To  the  Witness.)  May  I  take  it  from 
you,  Sir  John,  that  your  only  objection  to  the 
transfer  in  the  case  of  the  Lambeth  and  South- 
wark and  Vauxhall  Companies  is  that  you  are 
afraid  some  principle  may  be  laid  doAvn  Avhich 
will  prejudice  your  case  when  Ave  come  to  the 
consideration  of  the  Kent  Bill  ?— In  the  first 
place,  there  is  the  question  of  purchase.  I  think 
the  purchase  cannot  give  us  any  advantage,  and 
Avill  probably  land  us  in  a  loss.  That  is  the  first 
point ;  and  the  second  point  is  (we  may  regard 
it  as  a  main  feature,  and  you  may  regard  it  as  a 
detail),  as  I  understand  the  contention  of  the 
Kent  County  authorities,  that  whereas  it  is  pro- 
posed the  London  County  Council  should  buy 
up  the  Avhole  thing  and  then  hand  it  over  to  us, 
Ave  say  that  Avill  involve  many  complications,  and 
that  if  we  get  rid  of  eight  Avater  companies  we 
shall  have  20  local  authorities,  and  an  immense 
amount  of  expense  in  distributing  the  supply, 
and  so  on ;  but  if  it  is  to  be  done  at  all,  as  Kent 
owns  the  great  bulk  of  the  area,  and  supplies 
therefore  the  Avater,  it  should  be  the  Kent 
authorities  which  buy,  and  they  should  supply 
the  water  to  London  rather  than  the  reverse. 
That,  at  any  rate,  as  I  understand  it,  the  Kent 
authorities  regard  as  a  vital  point,  but  I  think 
it  would  be  better  for  the  Chairman  of  the  Kent 
County  Council  to  speak  upon  the  point. 

Chairman.]  As  regards  the  document  referred 
to  just  now  ;  the  invitation  to  a  conference  in 
1895  was  the  Kent  County  Council,  a  party  to  it 
in  any  way. 

Mr.  Pemher.]  To  tell  you  the  truth,  sir,  I  can- 
not make  head  or  tail  of  it. 

Chaii-man.]  Because  I  think  the  Committee 
would  like  to  have  that  document. 

Mr.  Pember^  I  cannot  see  why  I  should 
object. 

Chairman.]  You  have  a  right  to  object  to  it. 
Mr.  Pember.]  It  is  a  very  long  document,  and 

I  cannot 
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I  cannot  say  myself  I  have  mastered  its  meaning 
up  to  now,  but  if  my  learned  friend  will  entrust 
this  copy  to  me,  and  give  the  Committee  another 
copy  if  he  has  one,  1  have  no  objection  to  its 
going  in,  and  what  is  more  I  do  not  think  it 
would  be  right  for  me  to  withdraw  from  the 
Committee  any  document  which  would  throw 
light  upon  the  matter. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.']  It  should  go  on  the  notes 
because  it  affects  all  the  county  councils. 

Mr.  I'ember.]  Yes.  {The  documents  were 
handed  in.    See  Appendix.) 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3060.  (To  the  Witness.)  I  have  only  one  fur- 
ther question  on  this  part  of  the  case  when  the 
Bill  for  transferring  the  Kent  Company  comes 
up.  You  want  to  urge  these  various  objections 
which  you  have  now  been  urging,  do  you? 
— I  think  the  Kent  authorities  thought,  as  the 
Chairman  says,  we  ought  to  urge  them  now. 

30G1.  Except  for  the  fear  that  you  will  be 
prejudiced  in  your  right  to  do  that,  and  in  the 
effect  of  your  opposition,  have  you  for  Kent  a 
word  to  say  against  the  Lauibeth  and  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Transfer  Bills  ? — I  suppose  except 
in  so  far  as  they  would  make  a  precedent,  they 
really  do  not  affect  Kent, 

Mr.  Pemher.']  V/ith  regard  to  one  of  the 
documents  just  handed  in  it  is  headed :  "  Pro- 
ceedings at  a  Conference  held  at  the  County 
Hall  on  the  30th  of  July  1894,"  and  is  printed 
by  order ;  and  the  first  document  it  refers  to  is 
a  letter  dated  the  10th  of  July  1894.  Then 
there  comes  a  paper  which  is  a  report  of  a  con- 
ference in  the  year  1891.  Perhaps  my  friend 
will  kindly  tell  me  whether  any  resolutions  Avere 
passed  at  that  conference,  whether  there  was  any 
meeting  after  the  adjournment,  and  whether  any 
conclusion  was  come  to  at  all,  or  whether 
anything  more  was  heard  of  the  conference 
afterwards. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  No,  so  far  as  I  am  able 
to  read  it,  no  t'ormal  resolution  was  come  to  on 
that  occasion. 

Chairman.']  Still,  I  think  we  had  better  have 
them  for  what  they  are  worth  until  we  read 
them.  We  do  not  know  how  far  they  affect  the 
matter. 

Mr.  I' ember.]  Quite  so,  sir  ;  the  only  thing  I 
wanted  to  know  was  Avhether  there  was  anything 
further,  because,  if  so,  you  would  have  that  as 
well. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3062.  You  read  some  passages  with  regard  to 
a  proposal  of  the  Bill  of  1881  in  regard  to  arbi- 
tration ? — Yes. 

3063.  And  those  were  passages  from  a  report 
of  a  Parliamentary  Committee  of  the  17th  of 
February,  I  believe.  I  think  you  read  part  of  a 
passage,  the  heading  of  which  is  "  Obligations 
imposed  in  trust  under  Vestry  Bill."  "  One  of 
the  principal  clauses  of  the  Bill  (6)  is  so  drafted 
as  to  place  the  proposed  trust  .under  a  statutory 
obligation  '  to  carry  into  effect  the  purposes  of 
the  Act,'  not  only  by  the  acquisition  of  the  com- 
panies' undertaking,  but  also  '  by  the  enlarge- 
ment and  improvement  of  their  waterworks,  the 
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construction  of  new  Avdterworks,  and  the  sujiply 
of  water  from  new  and  independent  sources.' 
It  has  been  suggested  to  us  that  this  is  a  mere 
error  in  drafting;  but  the  explanatory  memoran- 
dum sent  us  by  the  promoters  seems  to  leave  no 
room  for  doubt  that  the  clause  is  so  framed  by 
design.     It  would  impose  on  the  trustees  the 
'  trust '  not  only  of  purchasing  the  whole  of  the 
existing  works,  but  also  of  constructing  new 
waterworks  and  supplying  water  from  ncAv  and 
independent  sources,  a  policy  to  which  it  can 
scarcely  be  conceived  that  the  inhabitants  ot 
London  ought  to  stand  committed.    It  is  pro- 
bably no  exaggeration  to  affirm  that  Avhereas  a 
totally  new  and  satisfactory  series  of  works  might 
be  provided  at  an  estimated  cost  varying  from 
10,000,000/.  to  15,000,000/.,  this  extraordinary 
scheme  might  cost  London,  if  carried  out  as 
proposiid  by  the  Bill,  some  indefinite  sum  ap- 
proaching 50,000,000/."    That  leads  up  to  the 
next  heading,  which  is,  "  Scheme  of  arbitration 
under  the  Vestry  Bill,"  to  which  you  called  par- 
ticidar  attention.    You  will  find  this  on  page  34 
of  the  notes,  "  Clause  13  provides  that  the  ai'bi- 
tration  board  shall  consist  of  four  members,  to 
be  appointed  respectively  by  the  Local  Govern- 
ment  Board,   the  Institute   of  Bankers,  the 
Institution  of  Civil   Engineers,  and  the  Sur- 
veyors' Institution.    It -may  obviously  be  pre- 
dicted of  such  a  board  that  the  nominee  of  the 
bankers  would  support  the  interest  of  capital, 
the  surveyors'  nominee  would  follow  the  practice 
(apart  from  any  special  provisions  of  the  Bill) 
in  awarding  a  high  value  on  a  compulsory  sale, 
in  which  he  would  probably  find  support  from 
the  nominee  of  the  civil  engineers.    Apart  from 
such  purely  speculative  suggestions  as  to  the 
policy  of  these  nominees,  they  are  expressly 
made  arbitrators,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act  (Clause  13,  sub-par.  3)  so 
that  there  is,  as  it  were  a  statutory  direction, 
not  only  to  aAvard  the  costs  of  the  arbitration  as 
against  the  purchasers  (subject  to  some  special 
powers  not  affecting  the  principle"),  but  to  make 
the  additional  allowance  in  respect  of  compul- 
sory purchase  which  has  become  habitual  under 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act.    By  paragraph  14,  the 
arbitration  board  are  required  to  have  regard  to 
the  value  of  the  undertakings  "  prior  to  the 
introduction  into  Parliament  of  the  Bill,"  and 
so  on  ;   therefore  the  objection  to  which  you 
refer  as  having  been  taken  at  that  time,  and  I 
will  refer  you  to  another  report  presently,  to 
which  you  have  referred,  Avas  not  to  what  you 
call  an  open  arbitration,  or  any  such  arbitration 
as  is  now  suggested,  but  to  an  arbitration  which, 
as  is  pointed  out  there,  would  be  an  arbitration 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act;  is  that  so? — As 
I  understand,  the  proviso  to  Clause  6  being 
struck  out,  the  arbitrator  would  take  into  con- 
sideration a  compulsory  purchase,  the  right  to 

make  up  the  back  dividends  

3064.  Which  Bill  are  you  referring  to?— The 
present  Bill. 

Chairman.]  Counsel  is  referring  to  something 
else,  I  think. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  Yes,  I  am  reading  from 
this  report  which  refers  to  Clause  6  of  the  Vestry 
Bill  of  1891. 

G  G  2  -J-  Witness.] 
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Witness.~\  I  understand  these  to  be  additional 
objections ;  but  am  prepared  to  discuss  them. 
For  instance,  I  think  it  is  quite  a  mistake  to 
suppose  the  nominee  of  the  Bankers'  Institute  is 
prepared  to  support  the  interest  of  capital,  if  by 
that  it  is  thought  they  would  support  the  interest 
of  the  water  companies  

Chairman.l  Why  shoidd  we  discuss  this 
matter  ;  there  is  no  question  of  the  Institute  of 
Bankers  in  the  present  Bill,  is  there  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. '\  No,  but  Sir  J ohn  Lub- 
.bock  said  objection  was  taken  to  an  open  arbitra- 
tion. What  I  wanted  to  call  attention  to  was, 
what  the  precise  arbitration  was,  and  the  reasons 
for  objecting  to  it  in  1891.  I  have  called 
attention  to  those  words  that  it  was  compulsory 
arbitration  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  and 
objection  was  taken  on  that  ground ;  was  that 
so  ? 

Witness.']  No,  I  think  objection  was  taken  on 
the  o-round  that  it  mi2;ht  cost  London  some  in- 
definite  sum  approaching  50,000,000/.,  and  as  the 
present  value  of  the  water  companies  is  over 
35,000,000/.,  and  as  the  London  County  Council 
and  the  Commission  both  thought  new  works 
would  have  to  be  made  at  a  very  large  sum  (our 
own  engineer  has  estimated  them  even  under  the 
Commission  at  20,000,000/.),  it  seems  quite  clear 
the  purchase  Avould  cost  us  at  least  that,  and  the 
Parliamentary  Committee  advised  the  Council 
that  that  was  a  policy  to  which  it  could  hardly 
ask  the  inhabitants  of  London  to  stand  com- 
mitted, and  I  think  that  is  practically  what  would 
be  the  effect  of  the  present  Bills. 

3065.  We  will  see  presently  ;  first  of  all  there 
is  the  expression  under  the  arbitration  "  Lands 
Clauses  Act,"  and  it  was  a  Court  of  Arbitration 
composed  in  a  particular  way  to  which  attention 
is  drawn  there.  Now  you  refer  to  a  report  of 
the  Water  Committee  of  the  22nd  September 
189  i.    Have  you  that  before  you  ? — Yes. 

3066.  Are  there  these  passages  in  it.  "  There 
are  other  matters  which  can  scarcely  be  dealt 
with  by  arbitration,  but  which  yet  seriously  affect 
the  value  of  the  companies'  undertakings.  For 
instance,  there  is  in  the  first  place,  the  question 
whether  the  companies  can  maintain  all  their 
pi-esent  charges  if  those  charges  are  disputed  at 
law.  Their  rating  powers  are  various  and  am- 
biguous, and  there  is  reason  for  believino;  that 
when  they  were  granted  it  was  never  intended 
that  they  should  be  stretched  to  the  nttermost.  It 
is  notorious  that  in  Dodd's  case  certain  claims 
made  and  enforced  by  the  companies  were  held 
to  be  illegal.  The  same  thing  may  happen  in 
other  cases.  Again  there  is  the  question  whether 
the  companies'  I'ating  powers  may  not  be  cut 
down  by  Parliament.  This  has  already  been 
done  to  some  extent  by  the  Water  Rate  Defini- 
tion Act,  1885,  and  the  recent  action  of  Parlia- 
ment in  the  case  of  railway  rates  shows  that 
statutory  rating  powers  are  not  unassailable  where 
the  case  is  such  as  to  justify  a  statutory  change. 
And,  surely,  if  there  ever  was  siich  a  case  it  is  to 
be  found  in  the  law  which  makes  the  charges  of 
the  companies  to  increase,  not  in  proportion  to 
the  cost  to  the  producer  or  the  benefit  to  the 
consumer,  but  in  proportion  to  the  increased  and 
increasing  values  which,  under  the  Mtitropolis 
Valuation  Act,  are  every  five  year-?  placed  on 
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London  property.  Further,  there  is  the  question 
of  competition.  The  companies  have,  as  is  well 
known,  no  legal  monopoly,  and  the  principal 
difficulty  in  competing  with  them  is  due  to  the 
great  cost  which  must  be  incurred  in  providing 
alternative  mains  and  fittings.  But  those  are 
difficulties  which  the  ratepayers  might  well, 
under  certain  circumstances,  think  it  right  to 
face,  especially  if  a  new  supply  be  brought  to 
London  at  their  expense."  Now  then  it  goes 
on,  "  All  these  are  matters  whicli  an  ordinary 
arbitrator  would  be  unwilling,  and  probably  un- 
able to  deal  with.  As  a  matter  of  history,  Mr. 
Smith,  in  the  valuation  made  by  him  for  Lord 
Cross  in  1880,  did  not  take  them  into  account  at 
all,  and  yet  subsequent  experience  distinctly 
shows  that  he  Avas  wrong,  for  since  1880  litigation 
and  legislation  has  actually  restricted  the  then 
existing  charging  powers  of  the  companies,  and 
have  thereby  reduced  their  dividends  and  the 
value  of  their  shares.  To  leave  such  matters 
out  of  account  in  valuing  the  undertakings  for 
purchase,  would  be  unduly  favourable  to  the 
companies,  and  unjust  to  the  purchasing  rate- 
payers ;  but  they  would  almost  certainly  be  left 
out  of  account  if  the  purchase  were  conducted 
on  ordinary  arbitration  terms.  The  companies 
will,  no  doubt,  as  they  did  in  1880,  that  London 
should  buy  them  on  the  footing  of  their  present 
dividends,  or  of  their  present  Stock  Exchange 
value,  without  reference  to  their  future  liabilities, 
and  especially  without  reference  to  the  question 
of  a  new  supply.  But  to  do  this  would  be  to 
make  London  ratepayers  pay  the  companies  as 
if  their  present  supply  were  inexhaustible  and 
unimpeachable ;  and  then,  in  all  probability, 
to  make  the  same  ratepayers  pay  enormous  addi- 
tional amounts  for  supplementing  that  supply." 

Chairman.']  What  is  the  object  of  this  recital  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  Sir  John  was  criticising 
the  form  of  our  arbitration  clause.  I  will  sum  it 
up  in  one  question,  and  I  have  only  about  six 
lines  more  to  read. 

Mr.  Pemher.]  I  dislike  objecting  to  proceed- 
ings of  people  on  the  other  side  in  these  rooms, 
but  my  learned  friend  closed  his  case  in  the  most 
premature  manner  the  other  day,  and  now  he 
appears  to  be  endeavouring  to  bolster  up  the 
arbitration  clause,  which  is  dead,  by  evidence 
which  he  is  eliciting  from  our  witnesses. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  Not  at  all. 

Chairman.  Will  you  finish  your  question  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3067.  "  It  is  no  exaggeration  to  say  that  Lon- 
don might  in  this  manner  be  made  to  jmy 
from  30  to  40  millions  in  purchasing  the  under- 
takings of  the  companies,  and  might  then  find 
itself  obliged  to  spend  from  10  to  20  millions 
more  in  providing  a  new  supply.  This  would 
in  all  probability  be  the  result  of  an  obligatory 
immediate  purchase  on  arbitration  terms,  and 
such  a  purchase  must  therefore  be  resisted  at 
all  hazards."  Was  not  that  the  kind  of  pur- 
chase to  which  you  refer  as  being  wrong? — 
I  did  not  criticise  the  clause  at  all.  What  I  said 
was  that  I  thought  this  report  clearly  showed  at 
that  time  that  our  Water  Committee,  and  the 
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Council  agreed  that  they  objected  very  strongly 
to  a  purchase  by  arbitration,  and  considered  that 
in  the  interests  of  the  ratepayers  it  ought  to  be 
resisted  at  all  hazards,  and  I  stated  that  because 
Mr.  Harrison  said  the  Council  were  unanimously 
in  favour  of  it. 

3068.  That  was  an  arbitration  under  the  terras 
then  proposed  ? — You  have  read  out  the  terms. 

3069.  And  the  objection  was  on  the  ground 
that  these  matters  would  not  and  could  not  be 
before  arbitratiors  under  that  form  of  clause,  and 
that  if  those  matters  were  not  before  him  it  would 
result  in  London  having  to  pay  30  or  40  millions 
in  purchasing  undertakings,  and  then  finding 
itself  pledged  to  spend  10  millions  or  12  millions 
more  in  introducing  a  new  supply — was  not  that 
so? — Yes;  I  think  it  you  consider  the  present 
value  in  the  market  of  these  stocks,  which  the 
outside  public  are  ready  to  give,  over  35  millions, 
you  can  judge  for  yourself  what  it  is  likely  an 
arbitrator  would  allot  under  those  circumstances. 
Then  we  have  the  evidence  of  our  own  engineer 
that  we  should  probably  have  to  spend  20  millions 
on  an  additional  supply  within  a  very  short  time. 
It  seems  to  me  we  come  very  much  to  the  figures 
quoted  in  the  paragraph  which  you  have  just 
read,  and  which  the  Water  Committee  of  the 
Council  and  the  Council  themselves  thought 
ouffht  to  be  resisted  at  all  hazards. 

3070.  Then  as  I  follow  you,  you  would  still 
object  to  an  arbitration  Clause  which  would  leave 
such  a  result  possible  or  probable  ? — Of  course 
my  interests  are  entirely  those  of  the  ratepayers, 
and  subject  to  what  was  fair  and  proper  under 
the  circumstances,  naturally  our  wish  would  be, 
if  we  are  to  buy,  to  buy  as  cheaply  as  we  reason- 
ably can. 

3071.  And  a  clause  which  would  leave  such 
a  result  open  you  deprecate.  Such  a  result  as 
is  set  out  there,  and  such  reasons  as  are  set  out 
there  you  would  dejirecate  ? — Certainly.  I  have 
already  given  my  reasons  for  thinking  the  pur- 
chase is  imadvisable. 

3072.  Then  in  your  view  would  it  be  right 
that  such  directions  should  be  given  as  would 
ensure  the  consideration  of  all  such  matters  as 
are  set  out  thei'e,  bv  the  arbitrators  '.' — I  have 
had  no  experience  of  arbitrations,  but  I  have  no 
doubt  in  the  world  that  the  Committee  will  come 
to  a  just  and  fair  conclusion  on  the  matter  ;  but 
really  my  opinion  upon  such  a  point  is  of  no 
value.  1  have  no  experience  of  arbitrators,  and 
I  do  not  know  what  ought  to  l)e  imposed  on  the 
arbitrator.  All  I  have  quoted  this  fur  was  to 
show  that  at  that  time  our  Water  Committee  and 
the  Council  were  of  opinion  that  such  a  pui'chase 
would  be  extremely  undesirable,  and  I  have  given 
my  reasons  for  thinking  the  only  result  of  it 
would  be  that  it  could  not  benefit  the  ratepayers, 
particularly  having  regard  to  the  fact  that  they 
will  have  to  pay  for  the  amortization  of  the  stock, 
and  they  will  have  to  pay  a  much  heavier  water 
rate  under  such  an  arrangement. 

3073.  Assume  the  transfer  on  some  arbitration 
terms,  will  you  or  will  you  not  favour  me  with 
your  opinion  as  to  the  nature  of  the  terms  ? — I 
should  be  disposed  to  think  that  the  arbitrator 
should  take  those  matters  into  consideration. 
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3074.  Would  you  "think  it  right  to  secure 
that? 

Mr.  Pemher.']  I  object  to  this. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.']  Why  ? 

Mr.  Pember.']  Because  you  have  no  right  to 
cross-examine  Sir  John  Lubbock  with  regard  to 
the  terms  of  a  clause  which  the  Committee  have 
already  dealt  with. 

Chairman.]  I  understand  you  were  going  to 
argue  a";ainst  that  decision. 

Mr.  Pember.]  We  have  not  been  heard. 

Chair-man.]  But  if  you  produce  a  witness,  and 
if  you  intend  to  argue  against  the  decision,  I  sup- 
pose the  counsel  on  the  other  side  is  entitled 
to  cross-examine  your  witness  upon  it,  is  not 
that  so? 

Mr.  Pembcr.]  Sir  John  is  not  a  witness  for  the 
Water  Company. 

Witness.]  And  really  I  think  I  ought  to  say 
my  opinion  on  such  a  point  is  not  of  much  value. 
I  have  not  had  much  experience  in  arbitration 
cases,  and  I  really  do  not  know  what  instructions 
ought  to  be  given  to  an  arbitrator. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 
3<)75.  With  regard  to  the  work  which  would  be 
imposed  on  the  London  County  Council  if  this 
transfer  took  place,  you  have  of  course  already, 
as  we  know,  a  Water  Committee? — Yes. 

3076.  Consisting  of  fifteen  members  ? — Yes. 

3077.  Do  you  know  that  they  have  been 
sitting  weekly  for  the  last  three  years  ? — Practi- 
cally, yes. 

3078.  Would  you  be  surprised  to  hear  that 
between  February  10th  1892,  and  May  20th 
1895,  that  is  to  say,  121  weeks,  there  have  been 
142  meetings  of  that  Committee  with  reference 
to  water.  I  think  you  are  a  member  of  the 
Committee  yourself? — I  think  it  is  ver}^  probable. 
I  do  not  know  the  exact  number,  but  no  doubt 
there  have  been  a  large  inimber  of  meetings. 

3079.  And  I  suppose  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee have  had  a  considerable  number  of 
meetings  with  reference  to  these  matters  of 
water  ? — Yes. 

3080.  And  long  ones  ?— Not  many  long  ones, 
I  think,  on  the  Water  Bills  alone. 

3081.  But  still  it  has  occupied  a  considerable 
sliare  o£  their  time,  has  it  not.  Have  you  any 
serious  fear  if  the  companies  are  transferred  you 
Avould  not  be  able  to  get  a  Committee  out  of  the 
Council  which  would  quite  satisfactorily  deal  with 
this  matter  ? — I  think  if  the  Committee  really  is 
to  manage  these  water  companies  it  wonld  take 
an  immense  amount  of  time  to  do  the  work 
properly,  and  I  think  the  Council  is  already 
overworked.  I  have  read  the  opinion  of  a  much 
higher  authority  than  myself — that  is  the  opinion 
of  the  first  Chairman,  Lord  Rosebery,  and  I 
think  if  additional  work  is  thrown  on  the  Council 
it  may  result  in  that  work  not  being  well  done, 
and  the  other  work  being  somewhat  neglected. 
The  work  is  already  very  very  heavy,  and  I  think 
that  is  a  strong  reason  against  imposing  it  on  the 
Council  unless  there  be  good  reason  for  doing  so. 

3082.  Other  towns  are  able   to  Avork  their 
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water  undertakings,  are  they  not  ? — There  is  no 
other  town  with  4  \  millions  of  inhabitants. 

3083.  I  quite  agree  there  are  none  so  large, 
but  they  are  able  to  do  it,  are  they  not  ? — But 
the  case  here  is  extremely  complicated ;  the 
water  will  come  from  a  great  number  of  sources, 
and  I  think  the  questions  which  come  before  the 
London  County  Council,  dealing  with  such  a  vast 
populartion,  are  heavier  in  propoi'tion  than  those 
which  come  before  other  cities. 

3084.  Is  this  an  objection  which  the  Kent 
County  Council  take,  or  any  of  the  outside 
authorities  ? — You  asked  me  the  question  and  I 
gave  you  my  individual  opinion. 

3085.  I  am  asking  you  in  your  capacity  as 


Mr.  Worsley  Taylor — continued. 

a  witness,  is  this  an  objection  which  is  urged  on 
behalf  of  the  Kent  County  Council  or  any  of  the 
outside  authorities  ? — I  do  not  know  that  it  is 
urged  in  their  Petition. 

3086.  Exactly.  How  will  it  hurt  them  ?— 
That  would  depend  upon  Avhat  arrangement  was 
made. 

3087.  It  is  matter  of  comment  really.  You 
cannot  suggest  that  anybody  in  London  is  opposed 
to  it  on  that  ground,  can  you? — Any  Local 
Authority  in  London  do  you  mean  ? 

3088.  Yes  ? — I  cannot  say  as  to  that. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow, 
at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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Wednesday,  19 th  June  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT 


Mr.  Ainsworth. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 


Mr.  Muntz. 

Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Right  Hon.  D.  Plunket. 
Mr.  Briggs  Priestley. 


The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET  in  the  Chair. 


The  Right  Hon.  Sir  John  Lubbock,  Bart.,  m.p.,  sworn  ;  and  Examined,  as  follows  : 


Mr.  Pember. 

3089.  I  believe  my  learned  friend  Lord 
Robert  Cecil  wants  to  ask  a  question  or  two  on 
behalf  of  the  Middlesex  County  Council,  in 
reference  more  particularly  to  the  West  Middle- 
sex Water  Company  ;  but  in  the  meantime,  in 
order  that  the  Committee  may  not  be  kept  wait- 
ing, there  are  one  or  two  questions  in  re-ex- 
amination which  I  will  ask.  (To  the  Witness) 
Several  questions  were  put  to  you  about  two 
conferences  yesterday,  one  of  which  seems  to 
have  taken  place  in  1891,  and  the  other  seems  to 
have  taken  place  in  1894.  Now  I  see  that  in 
1891,  in  the  first  place,  several  of  the  repre- 
sentatives, inckiding  my  learned  friend  Mr. 
Littler,  who  is  chairman  of  the  Middlesex 
County  Council,  urged  very  strongly  that  the 
outside  authorities  should  be  permitted  to  retain 
not  only  the  means  of  the  distribution  of  the 
water  in  their  districts,  but  also  their  sources  of 
supply ;  I  daresay  you  recollect  that  ? — Yes. 

3090.  I  will  quote  one  phrase  of  my  learned 
friend,  Mr.  Littler's,  on  that  occasion.  He  says : 
"  We  want  the  independent  control  fi'om  the 
beginning  by  Middlesex,  first  of  their  source  of 
supply,  secondly  of  their  service,  and,  thirdly, 
absolute  non-interference  with  Middlesex  either 
as  to  rating  or  otherwise.  Those  are  the  three 
heads  which  we  think  would  meet  our  view." 
Then  without  troubling  either  you,  Sir  John,  or 
the  Committee  to  go  through  the  various  speeches 
which  seem  to  have  been  made  on  the  occasion, 
I  see  that  the  representatives  there  of  the  various 
local  authorities  echoed  that  sentiment,  so  much 
so  that  I  see  you  passed  three  resolutions,  with 
one  of  which  you  dealt  yesterday,  and  the  second 
was  :  "  That  the  question  of  the  efficiency  of  the 
present  sources  of  supply  for  the  future  require- 
ments of  London  and  neighbourhood  must  be 
adequately  investigated  before  any  decision  can 
be  come  to  as  to  the  expediency  or  terms  of 
purchasing  all  or  any  part  of  the  undertakings  of 
the  water  companies.  Third,  that  the  supply  of 
water  in  each  district  in  the  metropolitan  water 
area,  outside  the  boundary  of  the  county  of 
London,  should  be  as  far  as  practicable  in  the 
hands  of  the  local  authority  of  such  district,  and 
within  the  county  of  London  in  the  hands  of  the 
London  County  Council."  I  take  it,  therefore, 
after  all  that  had  gone  on,  by  supplv  of  water 
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you  mean  sources  to  include  sources  of  supply  as 
well  as  works  of  distribution  ? — Yes  ;  that  is  our 
view  in  Kent,  that  we  should  have  the  sources  of 
supply,  and  the  separation  of  the  works,  and  the 
mains  would  be  a  matter  of  extreme  complexity 
and  expense. 

3091.  There  were  two  other  proposals,  I  see, 
which  were  adjourned  :  "  That  this  should  be 
effected  by  constituting  the  London  County 
Council,  in  the  first  instance,  the  water  authority 
for  the  county  of  London,  and  for  the  adjoining 
area  now  supplied  by  any  metropolitan  water 
company."  The  next  was,  "  in  the  event  of  any 
undertaking";  that  is,  as  to  the  sale  of  works,  and 
so  on.  Those  two  last  appear  never  to  have  been 
passed ;  but  the  third,  which  insisted  on  the 
retention  in  your  own  hands  of  the  sovirces  of 
supply  generally,  was  passed,  and  it  is  precisely 
that  last  one  that  I  read.  No.  3,  to  which  these 
Bills  pay  no  attention  whatever  ;  that  is  so,  is  it 
not  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

3092.  That  is  all  I  care  to  ask  you. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  I  think  the  third  reso- 
lution you  were  referring  to,  on  page  22,  is  as  to 
the  supply  of  water  in  each  district  in  the 
metropolis. 

Mr.  Pemher.'\  I  know;  I  read  it. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broivne.]  I  understood  you  to  say 
it  had  to  do  with  sources  of  supply. 

Mr.  Pember.^  No.  If  you  had  followed  me  a 
little  more  carefully,  you  Avould  have  known  what 
I  said.  I  am  certain  the  Committee  understand 
me.  I  pointed  out  that  all  the  speeches  leading 
up  to  that  resolution  insist  on  the  sources  of 
supply  being  in  the  hands  of  the  local  autho- 
rities. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  thought  you  only 
referred  to  what  my  learned  friend  Mr.  Littler 
said,  and  he  was  speaking  for  Middlesex, 

Mr.  Pernbcr.l  Really  and  truly  I  do  not  think 
I  ought  to  get  this  comment  at  your  hands, 
because  I  said  distinctly  I  did  not  read  all  the 
other  speeches  because  they  all  followed  suit, 
and  then  I  asked  Sir  John  Lubbock  what  mean- 
ing he,  at  all  events,  attached  to  that  Resolution 
No.  3. 
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Liovd  Bobert  Cecil.']  (To  the  Witness):  I  under- 
stand that  there  is  some  statement  which  you 
wish  to  make  — I  am  afraid  I  do  not  know  what 
it  is — about  the  West  Middlesex  Company. 

Witness.]  I  was  asked  yesterday  as  regards 
the  dividends  of  the  companies,  and  I  had  not 
the  exact  figures  before  me  at  that  moment.  I 
see  there  are  eight  companies,  of  which  the 
Chelsea,  the  Kent,  the  New  River,  and  the  West 
Middlesex  ai'e  in  a  position  to  pay  the  10  per 
cent. ;  the  Lambeth  is  paying  9^  per  cent.  ;  the 
Grand  Junction  8^  per  cent.  ;  the  East  London 
is  paying  8  per  cent.  ;  and  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  6  per  cent.  My  argument  was  that 
where  a  company  is  paying  the  maximum  divi- 
dend any  additional  profits  are  already  the  pro- 
perty of  the  ratepayers.  If  we  take,  for  instance, 
the  West  Middlesex  Company,  the  ratepayers  in 
that  district  have  a  right  to  have  their  water  rate 
reduced  in  case  the  company  make  any  further 
profit.  It  is  even  a  simpler  case  than  that  of  the 
Kent  Company,  because  they  are  paying  their 
maximum  dividend  of  10  per  cent. ;  they  have 
niade  up  their  back  dividends,  and  they  have 
already  reduced  the  j)rice  of  water  in  conse- 
quence of  their  increased  profits,  and,  therefore, 
what  we  say  with  regard  to  Middlesex  is  that  we 
have  already  the  right  to  any  additional  profit 
the  company  makes,  and  the  only  effect,  under 
those  circumstances,  of  our  buying  up  the  con^- 
pany  is  that  we  undertake  the  risk  which  now  falls 
upon  the  companj',  and  Avhich,  if  we  purchased, 
would  devolve  upon  the  ratepayers. 

Sir  James  Kitson. 

3093.  Arising  out  of  that  question,  or  Ques- 
tion 2966,  you  point  out  that  practically  the 
great  l)ulk  of  the  capital  is  already  acquiring 
all  that  it  can  acquire  by  its  pi-esent  legal  rights, 
and  that  all  the  further  additions  to  the  profits,  if 
matters  are  left  alone,  must  come  in  any  case  to 
the  ratepayers.  That  is  your  statement,  but  that 
does  not  apply  to  future  capital.  Suppose  the 
water  companies  lay  out  further  capital,  to  whom 
will  the  profits  come — to  the  water  companies  or 
to  the  ratepayers ;  that  is  to  say,  the  increment 
of  value  on  the  new  capital  ? — Any  new  capital 
is  now  raised  under  special  provisions  of  an  Act 
of  Parliament  by  tender  or  by  debentures,  in  such 
a  way  that  the  company  is  only  paying  the 
market  rate  for  money,  and  any  profits  to  go  to 
the  ratepayers. 

3094.  But,  still,  will  not  the  water  company 
exact  a  higher  rate  for  new  capital  than  the 
London  County  Council  would  require  ? —That 
matter  is  rather  complex.  I  should  be  very  glad 
to  look  it  up,  and  so  bring  before  the  Committee 
an  exact  statement  of  what  the  law  is;  but  Par- 
liament has  taken  steps  to  prevent  that  being 
tlone,  and  so  insure  that  as  regard  any  new 
capital  sums  required  by  the  companies  they 
shall  only  pay  the  current  rate  of  interest,  and 
that  any.  additional  advantage  should  go  to  the 
public. 

3095.  But,  still,  that  rather  affects  your  argu- 
ment, does  it  not,  that  all  the  profit  now  would 
go,  after  the  maximum  dividend  is  obtained,  to 
the  ratepayers  ? — Supposing,  for  the  sake  of 
simplicity,  an  additional  1,000,000/.  is  required, 
they  would  borrow  that  at  the  current  rate  of 
interest,  say  3  per  cent.  Supposing  the  company 
made  out  of  that  expenditure  
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3096.  You  are  assuming  that  the  company 
would  borrow  at  as  low  a  rate  as  the  county 
council,  ai-e  you  ? — These  companies  borrow  at 
a  very  low  rate  indeed. 

3097.  Could  they  borrow  at  as  low  a  rate?  — 
There  is  very  Httle  difference ;  there  is  a  differ- 
ence, of  course,  but  it  is  vei*y  slight — something 
under  1  per  cent.  To  finish  my  answer  to  your 
question,  what  I  understand  is  that  if  the  com- 
pany having  borrowed  money  at,  we  will  say,  3 
per  cent.,  makes  5  per  cent.,  that  goes  into  the 
general  profits  of  the  concern,  and  as  out  of  those 
profits  the  company  cannot  divide  more  than  the 
statutory  dividend,  if  it  is  already  able  to  do  that, 
those  additional  profits  go  in  reduction  of  the 
water  rate. 

3098.  Still,  they  would  exact  the  5  per  cent, 
before  the  increased  profit  came  ? — But  they 
would  return  it  by  lowering  the  water  rate.  That 
is  what  the  West  Middlesex  Company  have 
done.  The  West  Middlesex  Company,  having 
arrived  at  their  maximum  dividend  and  having 
larger  profits,  have  reduced  the  water  rate,  and 
what  I  imderstand  the  Middlesex  authorities 
contend  for  is  this  :  They  say,  "  Allow  us  to  have 
a  representative  on  the  board  of  the  company  to 
see  (we  do  not  say  we  doubt  it)  that  the  company 
is  dealing  fairly  by  us,  and  then  we  get  the  whole 
advantage  of  any  profits  under  the  existing 
arrangements. 

3099.  But,  still,  they  would  require  5  per  cent., 
on  your  own  argument.  They  would  pay  5  per 
cent,  for  that  capital  mstead  of  2.^  per  cent., 
assuming  that  the  county  council  raises  it  ? — 
No;  they  cannot  do  that.  They  raise  the  money, 
say,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  at  3  per  cent., 
and  that  is  all  they  could  pay  ;  if  they  make 
more  that  goes  in  reduction  of  the  water  rate ; 
that  is  to  say,  of  the  price  of  the  water. 

3100.  I  should  like  to  ask  you  a  question,  on 
your  argument,  as  to  the  employment  of  labour. 
Have  you  ascertained  the  amount  of  labour 
employed  by  the  existing  water  companies  ? — -I 
am  not  able  to  give  the  Committee  any  precise 
information  upon  that  point. 

3101.  Of  course  it  would  be  largely  official 
labour,  not  what  we  know  as  hand  workers ; 
the  people  employed  would  be  largely  otficials, 
would  they  not  ? — I  believe  there  is  a  very 
large  amount  of  manual  labour  employed  as 
well. 

3102.  Then  your  argument  as  to  the  objection 
to  permit  the  county  council  to  obtain  the 
water  works  because  of  the  increased  employment 
of  labour  and  increased  responsibility  would,  of 
course,  apply  to  Glasgow  and  Birmingham,  and 
Leeds  also,  would  it  not ;  that  would  be  an 
argument  against  their  having  been  permitted  to 
acquire  their  waterworks  ? — In  Glasgow,  Leeds, 
and  Birmingham,  and  all  those  places,  there  were 
special  circumstances  stated. 

3103.  That  is  another  matter;  but  still  your 
argument  would  apply  ? — It  would. 

3104.  Then  you  are  probably  aware  that  the 
corporation  of  Birmingham  has  recently  been 
granted  powers  by  Parliament  to  construct 
enormous  reservoirs  and  to  employ  the  labour 
directly  itself? — Yes. 

3105.  I  daresay 
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Loid  Robert  Cecil. 

3105.  I  daresay  it  has  already  before  the 
Committee,  but  perhaps  I  might  be  allowed  to 
put  the  thing  quite  clearly,  as  I  understand  the 
position.  On  the  original  capital  of  the  com- 
panies, that  is,  the  capital  which  has  not  been 
created  recently,  any  profit  over  10  per  cent,  goes 
in  reduction  of  the  water  rate  ? — In  some  cases  it 
is  10  per  cent.,  and  in  others  it  is  7  5  per  cent. 
In  the  case  of  the  West  Middlesex  and  the  Kent 
Companies  it  is  10  per  cent. 

3106.  Do  you  knoAv  that  in  fact  the  West 
Middlesex  Company  have  reached  their  limit, 
and  have,  in  fact,  reduced  the  price  of  water  ? — 
That  is  what  I  understand  to  be  the  contention 
of  the  Middlesex  County  Council ;  they  say  that 
the  West  Middlesex  Company  has  reached  its 
limit,  that  they  will  have  to  purchase,  no  doubt 
having  that  fact  in  view — that  the  West  Middle- 
sex Company  have  reduced  their  water  rate,  and 
if  tbey  make  any  additional  profit  it  will  go  in 
tlie  reduction  of  the  Avater  rate,  and  therefore  will 
come  to  the  ratepayers,  and  not  to  the  company  ; 
and  that,  on  the  other  hand,  whereas  under 
existing  circumstances,  if  there  should  be  a 
reduction  in  profits,  that  loss  will  fall  upon  the 
shareholders,  if  Middlesex  buys,  the  loss  would 
then  fall  upon  the  ratepayers  ;  so  that  the  profit 
in  either  case  would  go  to  the  ratepayers,  but  if 
they  remain  as  they  are,  they  are  not  liable  for 
the  loss  which  they  would  be  if  they  make  the 
purchase. 

3107.  And,  in  fact,  I  understand  that  within 
the  last  12  months  the  Middlesex  Company  have 
made  a  rebate  of  10  per  cent,  on  the  water  rate. 
Perhaps  you  do  not  know  that  ? — I  believe  they 
have  made  a  rebate,  but  what  the  amount  is,  or 
what  time  it  was  done,  I  am  not  able  to  state. 

3108.  With  reference  to  recently  created 
capital,  is  it  not  the  fact  that  provision  has  been 
made  by  Parliament  in  eveiy  case,  that  all 
profits  beyond  the  interest  payable  on  the  deben- 
ture stock  are  to  go  to  a  sinking  fund  in 
reduction  of  capital  account? — I  understand 
that  is  so. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  I  should  like  to  ask 
one  or  two  questions  on  what  my  learned  friend, 
Lord  Robert  Cecil,  has  put. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.~\  That  was  re-examination. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  I  did  not  know  that  you 
had  examined  before. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.']  Yes. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broume.]  But  this  is  entirely  new 
matter.  Of  course  if  the  Committee  think  it  is 
not  new  matter  

Chairman.']  No,  the  question  asked  by  my 
honourable  colleague  arose  out  of  the  examina- 
tion yesterday. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Of  course,  Sir  James 
Kitson  has  a  right  to  ask  any  question,  but  it 
arises  out  of  what  my  learned  friend,  Lord 
Hobert  Cecil,  asked. 

Chairman.]  I  do  not  know  whether  it  arises 
out  of  questions  asked  by  Lord  Robert  Cecil  or 


Mr.  Peraber,  but  the  subject  was  gone  into 
yesterday.  If  there  is  any  question  arising  out 
of  this  matter  which  you  think  would  throw  light 
upon  it,  there  is  no  objection  to  your  putting  it, 
but  you  will  confine  yourself  to  this  point. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

3109.  Certainly,  sir.  (To  the  Witness.)  First 
of  all  I  will  ask  you  this,  with  regard  to  the 
limitation  of  profits  which  has  been  put  upon 
the  companies  in  recent  Bills,  are  you  aware  that 
they  are  allowed  to  have  3  per  cent,  to  pay 
interest  upon  the  money,  and  1  per  cent,  for 
management  ? — 1  have  already  stated  that  Par- 
liament has  made  arrangements,  as  Lord  Robert 
Cecil  has  stated,  to  secure  the  interests  of  the 
public  as  regards  any  fresh  issue  of  stock. 

3110.  Is  that  the  arrangement  which  you  were 
referring  to,  3  per  cent,  for  interest,  and  1  per 
cent,  for  management? — I  am  not  prepared  to 
say  what  the  exact  arrangement  is. 

3111.  Do  you  know  that  besides  their  10  per 
cent.,  the  Kent  Company  have  arrears  of  divi- 
dend, and  -that  they  are  at  present  dividing  a 
larger  amount  than  10  per  cent.  ?  —I  have  already 
stated  so,  and  that  is  why,  in  the  case  of  Kent, 
the  Kent  County  Council,  and  the  Kent  autho- 
rities think  it  fair  an  arrangement  should  be 
made  about  the  back  dividends.  In  the  case  of 
the  West  Middlesex  Company  the  question  does 
not  arise,  because  the  back  dividends  have 
already  been  paid. 

3112.  But  you  think  a  fair  arrangement  ought 
to  be  made  in  rel'erence  to  that  matter;  you 
Avould  not  propose  to  hand  over  to  the  company 
all  its  back  dividends,  would  you  ? — Certainly 
not. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broivne.]  I  am  not  certain  that 
this  does  arise  out  of  the  cross-examination,  but 
perhaps,  sir,  you  will  put  it  to  Sir  John  Lubbock 
for  me.  He  has  been  suggesting  to  the  Com- 
mittee, in  answer  to  what  the  honourable  Member 
asked  him,  that  in  the  case  of  the  West  iVIiddle- 
sex  Company,  the  public  are  protected  by  the 
fact  that  the  dividend  paid  is  the  maximum 
dividend,  and  that  they  have  no  inducement  to 
charge  too  much.  Will  you  ask  him  if  it  is  not 
the  fact  that  the  West  Middlesex  Company  have 
no  inducement  to  say  that,  as  it  is  expending 
upon  management  charges  about  three  times  as 
much  as  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company, 
which  has  an  inducement  to  say  (I  have  the 
figures  here);  I  do  not  know  whether  Sir  John 
knows  the  fact. 

Chairman. 

3113.  I  have  no  objection  to  putting  that.  (To 
the  Witness.)  Will  you  answer  the  question, 
Sir  John? — The  Kent  avithorities  thought  that 
it  was  important  that  we  should  have,  and  that 
the  County  Council  should  have  representatives 
on  the  hoards  of  the  companies,  in  order  to  make 
sure  that  the  companies  were  really  acting  fairly 
by  the  ratepayers  in  the  matter,  but  I  have  no 
special  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  of  the 
West  Middlesex  Company,  nor  any  reason  to 
doubt  that  they  have  acted  fairly. 
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Sir  John  Farnaby  Lennakd,  Bart.,  sworn. 


Examined  by  Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

3114.  You  are  Chairman  of  the  Kent  County 
Council  ? — Yes. 

3115.  And  you  are  also  Chairman  of  the 
Bromley  Rural  District  Coimcil  ? — Yes. 

3116.  And  of  the  West  Kent  Main  Sewerage 
jBoard?— Yes. 

-,  3117.  And  of  the  Joint  Hospital  Board? — 
vTes. 

3118.  I  believe  you  have  been  Chairman  of 
+one  or  two  of  those  boards  for  the  last  twenty  or 

more  years  ? — Yes. 

3119.  You  have  had,  therefore,  very  long 
knowledge,  and  full  experience  of  all  the  local 

.  matters  which  had  gone  on  in  connection  with 
local  government? — Yes. 

3120.  Did  the  greater  part  of  this  district, 
which  is  now  in  the  Kent  Company's  area  outside 
London,  combine  as  far  back  as  1875,  and  pro- 
mote a.  Bill  in  Parliament,  which  subsequently 
became  the  West  Kent  Miain  Sewerages  Act?  — 
Yes,  that  is  so. 

3121.  Since  then  have  they  acted  together  in 
promoting  other  Bills  and  Provisional  Orders  ? 
— Y^es. 

3122.  As  regards  the  other  authorities  who  are 
not  parties  to  that  board,  have  they  now  also 
joined  witli  you  in  opposition  to  these  Bills,  and 
passed  resolutions  supporting  you  and  some  of 
the  petitioners  against  the  Bills? — Yes,  they 
have. 

31-23.  In  fact,  are  all  the  local  authorities 
within  this  district  quite  unanimous  on  this 
matter,  and  very  strong  in  their  opposition  to  the 
London  County  Council  on  their  present  Bills  ? 
^That  is  so. 

'  3124.  Did  they  also  oppose  the  Bills  of  1891  ? 
—Yes. 

3125.  Are  they  further  prepared  to  carry  their 
opposition  to  the  extent  of  promoting  a  Bill  in 
Parliament  next  year,  to  become  their  own  water 
authority  ? — Yes,  if  it  is  necessary,  either  in 
combination,  or  through  the  Kent  County 
Council. 

3126.  Have  they,  or  any  of  them,  to  your 
knowledge,  ever  agreed  to  the  propositions 
embodied  in  this  Bill  as  regards  the  outside 
authorities  ? — No,  they  certainly  have  not. 

3127.  Were  they  ever  consulted  on  the  draft 
of  this  Bill  as  it  stands  now  ? — To  the  best  of 
my  belief,  no.  In  1891  certain  resolutions  were 
agreed  to,  and  certain  resolutions  were  rejected  ; 
in  1894  no  resolutions  were  come  to  at  all,  and 
we  were  never  consulted  ;  to  the  best  of  my 
belief,  nobody  was  consulted  in  the  locality 
in  which  I  live,  with  regard  to  the  present 
Bills. 

3128.  On  the  contrary,  at  both  of  those  con- 
ferences, did  the  Kent  authorities,  as  well  as  the 
Middlesex  and  other  authorities,  express  very 
strongly  their  views  that  the  propositions  now 
embodied  in  these  Bills  were  entirely  unaccept- 
able to  them  ?— That  is  so. 

3129.  And  that  nothing  would  satisfy  them 
but  the  control  of  their  own  water  supply  ? — 
That  is  so. 

3130.  One  word  with  regard  to  the  Surrey 
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agreement.  Would  any  agreement  on  the  lines 
of  the  Surrey  agreement  be  satisfactory  to  the 
Kent  authorities  ? — No. 

3131.  Would  any  agreement  satisfy  your 
authorities  that  did  not  provide  for  the  total 
independence  of  Kent  from  the  London  County 
Council  ?— No. 

3132.  In  your  view,  do  all  the  arguments 
which  the  London  County  Council  have  used  ta 
support  the  view  that  they  ought  to  be  the 
authority  in  London  apply  with  equal  strength 
to  the  Kent  County  Council,  or  to  your  autho- 
rities outside  London  ? — Far  greater  strength, 
in  my  opinion. 

3133.  As  regards  the  district,  is  it  a  district 
that  in  its  nearest  point  is  seven  miles  from 
Charing  Cross,  and  in  its  furthest  point  18  miles 
from  Charing  Cross  ? — I  believe  that  is  so. 

3134.  And  is  it  outside  the  London  Postal 
District  ?— Yes. 

3135.  And  under  dilFerent  Sanitary  Acts? — 
Yes. 

3136.  With  its  own  system  of  drainage  in- 
dependent of  London  ? — Yes. 

3137.  And  with  its  own  County  Council, 
and  a  different  class  of  neighbourhood  and  popu- 
lation ?^ — Yes. 

3138.  In  your  opinion,  is  it  quite  wrong  in 
principle,  and  quite  contraiy  to  the  feeling 
of  the  neighbourhood,  that  the  London  County 
Council  should  ever  have  any  footing  there  at 
all  ? — Quite  so. 

3139.  As  regards  your  objection  to  the  London 
County  Council  in  particular,  does  it,  in  your 
view,  to  use  the  words  of  Sir  William  Harcourt's 
Committee,  "represent  the  interests  or  demand 
the  confidence  of  the  water  consumers  "  in  that 
part  of  Kent  ? — No  ;  certainly  not. 

3140.  In  the  opinion  of  your  Board,  do  you 
regard  the  London  County  Council  as  being  a 
body  capable  of  dealing  with  the  water  supply 
for  such  a  large  district  as  what  has  been  called 
Water  London,  consisting  of  some  520  square 
miles  ? — That  is  a  question  which  has  never 
been  discussed  by  any  Board  over  which  I 
preside. 

3141.  Speaking  for  yourself,  with  the  expe- 
rience you  have,  in  your  view,  is  it  so  ? — Upon 
my  word,  I  hai'dly  like  to  give  an  opinion.  The 
London  County  Council  are  a  very  capable  body 
of  men,  and  1  do  not  know  what  they  may 
attain  to ;  but  as  far  as  my  own  opinion  goes,  if 
I  were  one  of  them,  I  should  be  very  strongly 
opposed  to  having  any  further  duties  put  upon 
me. 

3142.  There  you  agree,  I  think,  with  Lord 
Rosebery  and  Sir  John  Lubbock.  Is  one  of 
your  great  objections  to  this  scheme  now  pro- 
posed that  it  destroys  the  primary  right  of  Kent 
to  its  own  water  ? — That  is  so. 

3143.  Do  you  regard  that  as  a  very  strong 
objection  going  to  the  root  of  the  whole  of  their 
proposals  ?  —  I  consider  the  London  County 
Council,  coming  into  our  district  and  taking  our 
water,  would  be  simply  disastrous  tc  the  whole 
of  West  Kent.    The  supply  of  water  is  limited, 

and 
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and  we  should    be   absolutely  without  water 
unless  we  have   it  from   our  own    soil,  the 
chalk. 

3144.  Do  you  further  fear  if  the  London 
County  Council  had  any  control,  Kent  wouid 
be  further  drained  of  water,  and  the  Avells  and 
streams  would  suffer  ?  —  Certainly,  they  have 
already  suffered,  and  would  suffer  more  ;  the 
more  the  water  is  drained,  the  more  they  will 
suffer. 

3145.  Do  you  a^ree  with  Sir  John  Lubbock 
that  they  have  already  suffered  by  that  cause  ? 
—Yes. 

3146.  Do  you  further  fear  that  if  the  County 
Council  had  the  control  over  the  water  even 
in  bulk,  that  they  would  charge  the  out- 
side districts  a  higher  price  for  its  own  water 
than  the  district  within  London? — 1  do  not 
think  I  have  any  right  to  give  an  opinion  upon 
that  point. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broione.']  The  witness  is  not 
inclined  to  go  all  the  way  with  you. 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

3147.  (To  tlie  Witness.)  Then  as  regards  the 
proposed  Welsh  sup|)ly,  is  it,  in  your  opinion, 
right  that  Kent  should  in  any  event  be  charged 
for  London  going  to  Wales  to  get  a  further 
supply  ? — Certainly  not. 

3148.  This  district  is  a  district  which  is 
increasing  very  rapidly  in  population,  I  believe  ? 
— Very  much  indeed  ;  I  can  give  the  increase. 
The  population  supplied  by  the  Kent  Water 
Company  in  1871  was  32,000;  in  1881,  49,000; 
in  1891,  69,000. 

3149.  As  regards  the  purchase,  have  you  any 
objections  to  the  London  County  Council  pur- 
chasing in  the  first  instance  ? — Most  decidedly  ; 
we  contend  that  the  water  is  ours,  and  we  have 
no  wish  to  have  it  sold  to  anybody  except  our- 
selves. 

3150.  If  the  Kent  County  Council  or  the 
authorities  in  combination  jDurchase  the  part  of 
Kent  outside  London,  are  they  willing  to  agree 
to  supply  the  inside  part  with  water  from  Kent 
to  be  used  in  that  district  as  it  is  used  at 
present  ? — Yes,  they  have  always  professed  to  do 
so,  and  are  willing  to  do  so  now. 

3151.  There  is  one  other  |)oint  on  the  Bill  I 
want  to  ask  you  about.  It  is  provided  in  the 
Bill  that  the  authorities  shall  not  move  without 
the  consent  of  the  Kent  County  Council.  Speak- 
ing as  Chairman  of  the  Kent  County  Council, 
do  you  think  that  is  unnecessary  and  should  not  be 
in  the  Bill  ? — It  is  perfectly  immaterial,  in  my 
opinion;  the  County  Council  would  give  their 
permission,  if  it  were  asked,  in  a  moment,  but  I 
think  it  is  no  use  referring  to  them. 

3152.  You  think  it  is  a  useless  restriction  on 
the  authorities  ?  —  I  think  so.  The  County 
Council  have  no  interests  except  those  of  Kent, 
and  this  is  a  large  portion  of  Kent,  an  eighth  of 
the  whole  county,  indeed  much  more  than  an 
eighth.  The  West  Kent  sewerage  district  com- 
prises an  eighth. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

3153.  As  I  understand  you  tell  this  Com- 
mittee that  the  Kent  County  Council  would  be 
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prepared  to  promote  a^Bill  next  Session  ?- 
sir,  I  did  not  say  that. 

3154.  Then  I  have  missed 
thought  if  necessary  the  Kent  County  Council 
would  promote  a  Bill  to  purchase  the  Kent 
Water  Company's  undertaking  ? — The  question 
put  to  me  was  whether  the  Kent  County  Council, 
or  the  combination,  the  Kent  local  authorities,, 
would  be  prepared  to  do  so.  't 

3155.  Then  I  understand  you  to  say  that  the 
County  Council  might  not,  but  that  the  local 
authorities  in  combination  would  be  prepared  to 
purchase  the  Kent  Company's  undertaking? — I 
do  not  say  that  the  County  Council  would  not, 
but  I  say  that  they  have  not  been  asked. 

3156.  I  understand  you  are  of  opinion  that 
the  undertaking,  that  is  to  say,  the  water 
supply,  should  be  in  the  hands  of  some  jjublic 
body  ?— I  do  not  say  that.  Individually  in  our 
neighbourhood  we  are  perfectly  satisfied  with  the 
supply  that  we  get,  and  the  price  we  have  to  pay 
for  the  water  from  the  Kent  Company. 

3157.  Then  you  are  not  in  favour  of  the  pur- 
chase by  the  public  authorities  of  Kent  of  the 
Kent  Company  ? — -1  do  not  say  that,  sir. 

3158.  But  you  must  be  either  in  favour  of  it 
or  against  it,  one  way  or  the  other  ;  which  are 
you  ? — If  it  is  necessaxy,  and  if  Parliament  says 
that  the  Kent  Company  is  to  be  abolished,  we 
shall  be  prepared  to  purchase  it. 

3159.  Do  you  really  think  Parliament  will  in- 
dicate that  the  Kent  Company  is  to  be  abolished 
if  nobody  proposes  to  purchase  it  ? — I  cannot 
pretend  to  state  what  Parliament  will  do,  in  its 
wisdom,  at  all. 

3160.  I  understood  that  your  object  in  getting 
rid  of  this  Bill  was  that  somebody  from  Kent 
might  purchase  the  Kent  Company,  is  that  not 
it  ?— No. 

3161.  You  want  to  get  rid  of  this  Bill  upon 
some  vague  understanding  that  somebody  may 
promote  a  Bill  and  then  leave  the  Kent  Com- 
pany alone  ? — No  vague  opinion  at  all ;  it  is  that 
we  vi^ant  to  prevent  the  London  County  Council 
from  taking  our  water  from  us. 

3162.  We  see  about  your  water  imme- 
diately ;  we  will  come  to  that.  Suppose  a  Bill 
were  promoted  either  by  the  County  Council  or 
by  the  local  authorities,  what  would  they  propose 
to  purchase ;  the  whole  of  the  Kent  Water  Com- 
pany's undertaking,  or  only  a  part? — I  believe 
only  a  part. 

3163.  Do  you  think  that  would  be  fair  to  the 
company  ? — I  really  cannot  tell  you  what  would 
be  fair  to  the  company;  that  would  be  a  matter 
for  arbitration. 

3164.  Would  you  propose  to  purchase  the  part 
in  which  all  the  wells  were  ? — The  wells  are 
divided ;  perhaps  you  know  that  as  well  as  .1" 
do.  ' 

3165.  Are  most  of  the  wells  in  Kent  In  your 
district? — The  greater  part  of  them. 

3166.  And  you  would  propose  to  purchase  that 
and  leave  the  pipes  in  London  to  be  purchased 
by  London,  would  you  ? — That  is  not  fairly  put. 
What  we  say  is  that  we  shall  be  prepared  t6> 
purchase  the  wells  in  the  administrative  County 
of  Kent,  and  that  we  shall  be  prepared  to  supply 
the  London   County  Council   with   the  same 

H  H  2  -I-  amount 


244 


MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  SELECT  COMMITTEE 


19  June  1895.] 


Sir  J.  F.  Lennard,  Bart. 


[  Continued. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued. 

amount  of  water  which  they  receive  from  those 
wells  at  the  present  time. 

3167.  I  see;  you  want  to  be  the  purveyors  of 
water  ? — We  do. 

3168.  Would  you  mind  telling  me  what  this 
primary  right  of  water  which  you  are  talking 
about,  is,  because  I  have  not  seen  it  in  any  Act 
of  Parliament  yet  ? — The  primary  right  is  simj^ly 
this,  that  if  anyone  comes  and  takes  away  the 
water  from  the  chalk  over  which  we  all  live,  we 
shall  be  deprived  of  our  water,  and  the  whole 
district  will  be  put  to  an  enormous  expense  to 
get  water  from  elsewhere. 

3169.  Are  you  aware  that  the  primary  right 
to  the  Kent  water  is,  under  Act  of"  Parliament, 
in  London  and  not  in  Kent  ? — No,  I  am  not. 

3170.  You  are  not  aware  of  that.  Are  you 
aware  that  this  Kent  Company,  which  is  drawing 
largely  on  the  water  from  the  chalk,  was  put 
under  an  express  obligation  to  supply  proper  and 
efficient  water  for  London  under  the  public  Act? 
— I  do  not  know  what  you  mean  by  "  London." 

3171.  You  do  not  know  that  ? — I  do  not  know 
what  you  mean  by  "London."  There  was  a  very 
populous  district  

Mr.  Clarke  Williams.^  Not  for  London  at 
large. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broto7ie.'\  We  will  see.  You  have 
been  talking  about  the  administrative  County  of 
Kent.  Are  you  aware  how  much  water  is  sup- 
plied altogether  by  the  Kent  Company  ? 

M'^itness.l  I  have  not  the  figures  before  me. 

3172.  Will  you  take  it  from  me  that  it  is 
14,700,000  gallons  per  day?— No;  I  will  not 
take  it  from  you. 

3173.  Very  well.  Will  you  take  the  popula- 
tion thai  is  supplied  from  me  ? — No ;  I  will  not 
take  that,  because  I  cannot  verify  it. 

3174.  Then  I  will  ask  you  the  fact :  you  have 
given  the  population  that  is  supplied  in  Kent  at, 
I  think,  69,000.  Are  you  aware  that  the  popu- 
lation supplied  by  the  Kent  Company  in  London 
is  411,580? 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams.'\  What  figures  are  you 
taking,  because  we  do  not  agree  with  them  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

3175.  I  do  not  care  whether  you  agree  with 
them  or  not.  1  am  suggesting  that  the  popula- 
tion supplied  by  the  Kent  Company  in  London  is 
over  400,000.  (To  the  Witness.)  Are  you  aware 
of  that? — No,  I  am  not.  I  have  not  got  the 
figures,  and  I  will  not  take  yours. 

3176.  You  will  remember  we  have  not  at  all 
dealt  with  the  Kent  case  yet.  When  the  Kent 
case  comes  on  it  will  be  sufficient  to  put  in  the 
figures.  Do  you  think  there  would  be  consider- 
able saving  in  various  ways  if  these  companies 
were  done  away  with  and  the  undertaking  Avas 
put  into  public  hands? — I  have  no  opinion  on 
the  subject  at  all. 

3177.  You  have  not  considered  it  at  all? — No. 

3178.  You  are  wonderfully  little  informed 
about  the  matter  when  you  come  to  tell  the 
Committee  you  think  we  should  not  have  the 
Bills  and  you  would  bring  in  a  Bill  next  year. 
Have  you  considered  whether  there  would  be  any 
saving? — No,  I  have  not. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued. 

3179.  Do  you  know  what  is  being  spent 
annually  in  collecting  the  rates  of  these  water 
companies  ? — No. 

3180.  Do  you  know  what  is  annually  being 
spent  in  Parliamentary  expenses ;  do  you  know 
that  it  is  something  like  15,000/.  a  year? — No,  I 
do  not. 

3181.  Would  not  that  all  be  saved  if  it  got 
into  the  hands  of  the  public  authorities ;  have 
you  considered  that?— I  suppose  it  would,  but 
really  1  cannot  see  what  that  has  to  do  with  the 
matter  before  us. 

3182.  There  is  no  matter  before  you  yet,  you 
know.  Has  the  Kent  County  Council  ever 
pledged  itself  to  come  for  a  Bill  ? — No. 

3183.  Have  the  local  authorities  ever  pledged 
themselves  to  do  anything  of  the  sort  ? — Yes. 

3184.  Would  you  mind  showing  me  their  re- 
solution?—I  have  not  got  it  by  rae,  besides  which 
resolutions  are  passed  in  bona  fides,  and  it  does 
not  at  all  follow  they  ai'e  public  documents. 

3185.  Do  I  understand  that  the  resolution  is 
to  the  effect  that  they  want  to  be  the  controllers 
of  their  own  water  supply  ? — That  is  it. 

3186.  If  you  or  the  local  authorities  are  the 
controllers  for  the  water  supply  in  your  county, 
do  you  mind  telling  me  why  Loudon  should  not 
be  the  controllers  of  Avater  supply  in  its  county  ? 
— I  do  not  see  any  reason  against  it  at  all. 

3187.  You  say  at  present  the  springs  and 
wells  in  Kent  have  suff'ered  from  the  pumping  of 
the  Kent  water  ? — Yes. 

3188.  Is  that,  so  far  as  you  know,  owing  to 
the  pumping  by  this  Kent  Company  ?  —  We 
believe  so. 

3189.  If  that  is  so,  I  do  not  suppose  you  would 
like  further  water  to  be  pumped  from  the  chalk, 
or  perhaps  you  would  ? — No.  There  is  a  large 
supply  of  water  in  the  chalk,  and  although  it  has 
been  lowered  through  the  pumping,  it  does  not 
follow  that  it  is  to  be  so  lowered  that  it  is  to  be 
injurious  to  us. 

3190.  I  am  afraid  I  do  not  follow  your  dis- 
tinction. Do  you  want  the  wells  and  streams  to 
be  affected  by  the  pumping? — We  want  the 
supply  of  water,  and  we  have  got  it  under  our 
feet,  and  we  wish  to  keep  it  there,  and  prevent 
anyone  else  but  ourselves  having  the  benefit 
of  it. 

3191.  1  thought  you  wanted  it  not  only  under 
your  feet,  but  in  your  springs  and  wells  ? — I 
suppose  you  know  what  I  mean  by  under  my 
feet ;  I  mean  in  the  soil  below  where  we  stand. 

3192.  But  I  understood  your  case  was  that, 
owing  to  its  being  taken  a  great  way  down  by 
the  pumps  of  this  company,  you  were  losing  it  on 
the  surface  ? — I  did  not  say  the  surface. 

3193.  What  do  you  mean  by  springs  and 
weUs  ?  You  said  they  had  suffered ;  what 
springs  and  wells  ? — WeUs  in  the  different 
neighbourhoods,  they  are  all  very  deep  wells  in 
the  chalk. 

3194.  And  they  have  suffered  from  the  pump- 
ing ? — Yes. 

3195.  Under  those  circumstances,  supposing 
the  pumping  were  to  cease,  you  would  have  to  go 
further  a-field  for  the  water,  would  you  not  ? — I 
do  not  understand  the  question. 

3196.  Supposing    no  more  water  is   to  be 
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Mr.  Balfour  Broivne — continued, 
pumped  from  the  chalk,  would  you  not  then 
have  to  look  for  your  future  supply  to  some 
other  source  ? — Most  undoubtedly. 

3197.  Supposing  there  was  another  source 
which  commended  itself  to  the  county  of  Kent, 
the  county  of  London,  and  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  do  you  not  think  they  ought_  all  to 
bear  some  portion  of  the  expense  of  going  to 
that  other  source  ? — So  long  as  we  have  water 
from  that  source  we  object  to  being  implicated  in 
any  outlay  in  going  away  from  our  own  sources 
of  supply. 

3198.  As  I  understand,  you  say  you  have  read 
the  Surrey  agreement.  I  do  not  suppose  you 
dispute  the  right  of  Surrey  to  manage  its  own 
affairs,  as  you  want  to  manage  your  own  ? — Not 
in  the  least. 

3199.  Is  not  all  this  you  have  been  saying 
rather  relevant  to  the  Kent  Purchase  Bill  than 
to  this  Bill? — As  far  as  we  understand,  all  the 
Bills  are  drawn  on  the  same  lines,  and  what 
affects  one  will  affect  all. 

3200.  You  are  perhaps  right  in  that,  but  let 
me  ask  you,  have  you  considered,  if  these  works 
are  to  be  purchased  at  all,  whether  they  should 
be  purchased  on  fair  and  reasonable  terms  or 
upon  mere  market  value ;  have  you  considered 
that  ?— No. 

3201-2.  Not  at  all.  You  have  never  given  it 
a  thought  ? — That  is  a  matter  to  be  settled,  I 
believe,  in  the  Bill  by  arbitration. 

3203.  I  suppose  you  do  not  want  to  pay  too 
much  for  these  works,  do  you  ? — No,  of  course 
not. 

3204.  Then  you  want  to  buy  just  as  the  London 
County  Council  wants  to  buy,  upon  fair,  reason- 
able, and  proper  terms  ? — Yes  ;  if  Ave  purchase 
them  at  all,  we  hope  to  buy  them  on  fair  and 
equitable  terms. 

3205.  You  said  you  had  read  the  Surrey  agree- 
ment and  that  you  did  not  agree  with  it,  and 
that  you  could  not  enter  into  an  agreement  in 
the  same  terms  ? — Yes  ;  the  Surrey  agreement 
would  not  apply  to  Kent  at  all. 

3206.  Would  you  mind  telling  us  what  you 
will  agree  to  ? — I  think  I  have  already  stated  it ; 
that  is,  that  we  wish  to  be  the  possessors  of  all 
the  sources  of  supply  and  pumping  stations  in 
Kent ;  that  we  are  willing  to  supply  from  those 
sources  the  same  quantity  in  bulk  to  the  London 
County  Council  that  they  have  at  the  present 
time. 

3207.  And  suppose  that  the  population  of  the 
piece  of  London  which  is  supplied  by  the  Kent 
Water  Company  at  the  present  time  should 
double,  we  are  not  to  get  a  drop  more  water 
from  Kent? — Our  population  is  increasing  in  a 
larger  proportion  than  that  portion  which  the 
London  County  Council  has  lately  taken  from 
Kent. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued. 

3208.  Then,  as  I  un(ferstand,  the  whole  differ- 
ence between  us  is  this,  that  we  propose  to 
purchase  the  Kent  and  have  a  Bill  here  to  do  it, 
and  if  we  purchase,  to  supply  you  in  bulk;  you 
want  this  Committee  to  enunciate  the  principle 
that  you  should  purchase  the  Kent  and  supply  us 
in  bulk? — That  is  it. 

3209.  That  is  the  whole  difference.  So  that 
we  are  entirely  in  favour  of  i)urchase  ? — If  the 
purchase  is  to  take  place,  or  the  r!ale  is  to  take 
place  and  a  purchase  to  be  made,  we  contend 
that  we  are  the  proper  persons  to  have  the  con- 
trol of  the  water. 

3210.  Does  not  that  seem  to  be  a  matter 
which  could  be  very  readily  arranged  before  we 
come  to  the  Kent  Bill  ? — I  have  had  some  experi- 
ence in  arranging  matters  with  the  London 
County  Council,  and,  with  all  respect  for  the 
London  County  Council,  I  hope  and  trust  I 
shall  never  have  any  more. 

3211.  Then,  if  that  is  so,  the  London  County 
Council  must  have  had  some  experience  in 
endeavouring  to  arrange  matters  with  you. 
Would  you  mind  telling  me  why ;  I  do  not  know 
Avhy  this  should  be  said  by  Kent  ?  —  Because 
they  are  an  extremely  clever  body,  and  they 
endeavoured  to  take  every  possible  advantage  of 
Kent  in  the  dealings  which  we  had  with  them. 

3212.  It  is  mere  modesty  upon  your  part 
then ;  you  do  not  feel  capable  of  dealing  with  the 
London  County  Council? — No,  I  do  not. 

3213.  Would  you  mind  telling  me  what 
dealings  you  refer  to  in  which  we  seem  to  have 
got  the  better  of  you,  Sir  John  ? — I  do  not  know 
that  you  did  get  the  better  of  me,  but  you  tried. 

3214.  As  I  understand,  it  was  with  regard  to 
the  financial  adjustment  which  was  adjudicated 
upon  by  Lord  Derby's  Commission  ? — That  is 
it. 

3215.  And  if  you  failed  to  agree,  there  was  a 
tribunal  to  go  to  ? — Quite  so. 

3216.  W^hy  should  not  yoa,  if  you  failed  to 
agree  in  this  matter,  which  is  the  whole  matter 
between  us,  be  left  to  arbitration  ? — Because  we 
prefer  not. 

Re-examined  by  Mr.  Clarke  JVilliams. 

3217.  Your  point  is,  is  it  not,  that  the  London 
County  Council  should  never  get  control  in  your 
own  district ;  and  that  is  not  a  matter  of  agree- 
ment, but  a  matter  of  principle  in  the  Bill  ? — 
Yes. 

3218.  You  have  been  asked  about  some  figures. 
You,  in  point  of  fact,  have  not  gone  into  the 
figures  at  all,  I  believe  ? — No. 

3219.  You  cannot  even  tell  us  how  much  the 
London  County  Council  spend  in  Parliamentary 
expenses,  or  anybody  else,  I  believe  ?  — No. 


The  Witness  withdrew. 
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Mr.  (Uarke  Williams. 

3220.  You  are  Chairman  of  the  Beekenham 
Urban  District  Council? — I  am  Chairman  of  the 
Water  Committee  of  the  Beekenham  Urban 
District  Council. 

3221.  Have  you  carefully  considered  this 
matter  ? — Yes. 

3222.  Is  your  authority  acting  in  conjunction 
with  the  other  Kent  authorities  in  opposing  this 
Bill  ?— Entirely. 

3223.  As  to  the  population  of  Beekenham  and 
its  rate  of  increase,  will  you  give  the  Committee, 
shortly,  some  figures  ?  —  The  population  of 
Beekenham  at  the  present  moment  is  23,454 
persons. 

3224.  Will  you  give  us  the  rate  of  increase  in 
the  last  three  decades,  if  you  happen  to  have  it? 
—It  was  6,090  in  1871. 

3225.  So  that  it  is  nearly  four  times  what  it 
was  24  years  ago  ? — Yes,  about  three  and  a 
half  times. 

3226.  And  the  rateable  value,  of  course,  has 
increased  also  ? — The  rateable  value  at  the 
present  moment  is  187,654/. 

3227.  Have  you,  in  your  own  district,  a  well 
:at  Shortlands  ? — Yes, 

3228.  It  does  not  at  present  supply  you,  but 
is  capable  of  supplying  you  with  waler  ? — There 
is  a  well  at  Shortlands  within  the  parish  of 
Beekenham  which  belongs  to  the  Kent  Water 
Company,  and  at  tlie  present  time  it  supplies  a 
portion  of  Beekenham. 

3229.  Is  the  feeling  on  your  board,  and  in 
yoiir  district,  strong  on  this  matter  ? — Exceed- 
ingly. 

3230.  To  what  effect  ?— We  object  to  the  pro- 
posals contained  in  the  Bill.  A  public  meeting 
of  ratepayers  was  convened,  as  required  by  the 
Municipal  Corporations  Borough  Funds  Act, 
1882,  which  unanimously  authorised  the  District 
Council  to  oppose  th^se  Bills  on  the  grounds  set 
out  in  the  petition  presented  to  Parliament. 

3231.  I  believe  you  also  opposed  the  Bill  of 
three  years  ago  ? — Yes. 

3232.  Will  you  shortly  tell  the  Committee 
your  grounds  for  objecting  ? — The  first  ground 
is  that  the  Beekenham  District  Council  consider, 
as  they  are  the  health  authority  of  the  district, 
they,  and  not  the  London  County  Council,  are  the 
proper  authority  to  have  the  control  of  the  water 
supply  of  the  district,  and  they  are  anxious  to 
join  with  the  other  local  authorities  in  Kent  in 
acquiring  so  much  of  the  undertakings  of  the 
Lambeth  and  Kent  Companies  respectively  as 
are  situated  within,  and  now  supply  with  water, 
the  district  of  Beekenham  and  the  neigbbouring 
districts  of  the  Rent  local  authorities. 

3233.  Even  assuming  that  that  combination 
did  not  take  place,  which  of  the  two  is  the  feeling 
in  favour  of,  the  Company  or  the  County  Coun- 
cil ? — As  between  the  London  County  Council 
and  the  present  water  companies,  we  should  pre- 
fer to  remain  under  the  present  water  companies, 
as  we  are  at  the  present  moment. 

3234.  Your  district  attaches  much  importance, 
I  believe,  to  not  coming  under  the  control  of  the 
London  County  Council  ? — Exceeding  impor- 


Mr.  Clarke  fFzYZmfws— continued. 

tance.  There  are  certain  objections  which  we 
consider  to  the  London  County  Council  having 
anything  to  do  with  our  water  supply,  which 
perhaps,  I  may  briefly  give.  First  of  all,  they 
consider  it  to  be  most  essential  that  in  any  scheme 
for  the  amalgamation  of  the  London  Water 
Companies  under  a  central  authority  they  should 
have  the  option  of  complete  severance  from 
London,  and  they  are  persuaded,  if  the  London 
County  Council  is  allowed  to  become  the  water 
authority  for  ^the  whole  of  Water  London,  the ' 
effect  upon  the  districts  outside  the  present 
county  of  London  vv^ould  be  most  disastrous. 
Amongst  other  things,  some  of  the  following 
results  might  follow  :  first,  the  outside  districts 
would  be  liable  for  their  share  of  the  immense 
cost  of  a  scheme  which,  we  believe,  the  London 
County  Coimcil  favour,  of  supplying  London 
with  water  from  a  distance  from  Wales  or  else- 
where, and  the  capital  charges  for  such  an  under- 
taking would  be  seciu-ed  on  the  rates  of  these 
outside  districts  in  common  with  the  metropolis, 
so  that  the  j^eople  in  Beekenham  or  other  parts 
of  Kent  would  have  to  pay  charges  for  water 
which  would  be  increased  thereby.  Then, 
further,  a  differential  water  rate  might  be  levied 
between  the  inside  districts,  the  metropolis 
proper,  and  the  districts  outside  London. 

3235.  Are  you  aware  that  that  is  actually 
being  done  in  Glasgow,  and  that  they  are  charg- 
ing as  much  as  50  per  cent,  more  to  the  outside  ■ 
districts? — I  know  nothing  about  that.  Further, 
that  additional  water  which  before  long  vrill  be 
required  for  local  use  as  the  districts  round 
London  and  outside  London  grow  would  have  to 
be  pumped  from  Beekenham  and  its  particular 
neighbourhood,  for  the  supply  of  London  to  the 
possible  impoverishment  of  our  own  supply. 
Then  the  profits  which  would  accrue  from  the 
future  growth  of  the^  districts  outside  would  be 
absorbed  by  the  London  County  Council  for  the 
benefit  of  the  metropolis,  instead  of  assisting  the 
rates  of  the  local  authorities  in  whose  districts  the 
increase  takes  place.  Further,  the  London 
County  Council,  under  the  Bill,  would  charge  a 
profit  on  the  water  supplied  in  bulk  to  ihe  out- 
side authorities,  absolutely  regardless  of  the  fact 
that  that  water  might  be  pumped  from  the  very 
districts  to  which  the  London  County  Council 
were  selling  at  a  profit.  Lastly,  the  outside 
authorities,  having  no  representatives  on  the 
London  County  Council,  would  be  absolutely 
at  the  mercy  of  that  body,  and  eventually  an 
attempt  might  be  made  to  include  them  in  the 
administrative  county  of  London  for  all  purposes, 
where  the  high  rateable  value  would  be  welcomed 
for  the  purposes  of  taxation,  on  the  plea  that  the 
boundary  of  the  metropolis  should  be  coterminous 
with  that  of  the  water  district. 

3236.  As  regards  the  Bill,  do  you  object  to 
the  last  line  in  Clause  21,  "acting  with  the 
consent  of  the  Kent  County  Council "  ? — Yes. 

3237.  Do  you  think  your  authority  ought  to 
be  independent  of  the  Kent  County  Council  ? — 
Certainly. 

3238.  You  object,  I  take  it,  from  what  you 
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have  said,  to  the  whole  of  Clause  23,  which 
gives  the  London  County  Council  power  within 
your  district ;  and  at  the  end  of  Clause  24,  do  you 
also  take  objection  to  the  last  three  lines  about 
the  protection  afforded  to  the  Lambeth  Company 
under  the  Public  Health  Act? — I  do  not  know 
the  clause  to  which  you  refer. 

3239.  Very  well.  Is  there  any  other  objection 
yovi  wish  to  add.  I  think  one  of  the  objections 
your  Council  take  in  their  petition  is,  that  there 
is  no  provision  for  arbitration  under  Clause  23  ? 
— That  is  so. 

3240.  But  that  it  is  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  Council  to  agree  with  the  outside  authorities 
or  not,  as  they  please,  and  that  there  is  no  pro- 
vision for  arbitration  ;  is  that  one  of  the  objections 
which  you  take  to  the  Bill  ? — I  believe  that  is 
so. 

Cross-examined,  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

3241.  I  think  the  principle  upon  which  you  go 
is,  that  you  should  have  an  option  of  complete 
severance  from  London  ? — Yes. 

3242.  And  the  other  matters  which  you  gave 
were  illustrations  of  what  you  called  the  disastrous 
effects,  if  that  option  were  not  given  to  you  ? — 
They  were  results  which  I  think  might  follow. 

3243.  But  you  would  be  content  that  this  Bill 
should  pass  if  you  got  a  complete  option  of 
severing  from  London  ? — If  we  had  complete 
severance,  yes. 

3244.  I  think  that  has  been  the  policy  of  Kent 
all  along.  Do  you  know  Mr.  George  Mullen? — 
Yes. 

3245.  Is  he  a  Kent  gentleman  ? — Yes. 

3246.  And  represents  a  Kent  authority  ? — 

.  3247.  I  see  at  a  conference  which  has  been 
referred  to  he  said  this,  and  I  daresay  you  will 
agree  with  it :  "  As  far  as  we  are  concerned  we 
agree  that  the  London  County  Council  should  be 
the  proper  authority  for  administei'ing  the  water 
affairs  of  the  metropolis,  and  we  contend  we  are 
the  proper  authority  for  administering  the  water 
affairs  of  our  own  district."  You  agree  with 
that  ? — I  agree  with  the  latter  part,  certainly, 
but  about  the  other  I  am  not  qualified  to  express 
an  opinion. 

3248.  But  surely  you  cannot  really  say,  if  you 
are  the  proper  persons  to  administer  the  water 
in  your  districts,  we  are  not  the  proper  persons 
to  administer  it  in  ours  ? — I  have  nothing  to  do 
with  your  district ;  I  am  quite  certain  w  e  should 
be  the  authority  for  our  own  district.  T  do  not 
live  in  the  metropolis,  and  have  nothing  to  do 
with  it. 

3249.  Do  you  know  Mr.  William  May  ?— Yes. 

3250.  He  is  solicitor,  I  think,  to  the  Bromley 
Rural  Sanitary  Authority,  which  is  close  to 
Beckenham  ? — Yes. 

,  3251.  He  says  :  "Mr.  Chairman,  I  represent 
one  or  two  authorities  in  Kent,  and  I  think  there 
is  no  doubt  that  we  are  imanimous  on  two  points. 
First,  that  the  water  supply  of  the  metropolis 
should  be  vested  in  the  London  County  Council. 
Second,  that  the  water  supply  of  the  areas  out- 
side the  metropolis  should  be  vested  in  the  local 
authorities  outside  the  metropolis  "  ? — With  the 
second  part  I  agree  most  heartily. 
384. 
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3252.  You  agree  again,  and  apparently  he 
thought  you  were  all  unanimous  in  thinking  that 
you  should  be  the  water  authorities  in  your  own 
areas  ? — Yes. 

3253.  Then  I  do  not  know  that  there  is  much 
more  I  need  ask  you.  I  see  as  far  as  this  particular 
Bill  is  concerned,  there  is  only  a  very  small 
portion  of  the  Beckenham  district  that  is  supplied 
by  the  Kent  Water  Company  ? — I  can  give  you 
the  figures  if  they  will  be  of  any  use  to  you. 
The  portion  of  the  parish  supplied  with  water  by 
the  Kent  Water  Company  is,  in  area,  413  acres, 
the  population  1,470,  and  the  rateable  value 
20,763/.,  excluding  railways,  gas,  &c.,  while  as 
to  the  greater  portion  of  the  parish  which  is 
supplied  by  the  Lambeth  Water  Company,  the 
area  is  3,468  acres,  the  population  21,984,  and 
the  rateable  value  142,528/. 

3254.  Twenty-one  thousand  as  against  1,400 
population? — Yes. 

3255.  Do  you  mind  giving  the  figures  of 
rateable  value  over  again  ? — The  rateable  value 
of  the  whole  district  is  187,654/.;  the  rateable 
value  of  the  district  supplied  by  the  Lambeth 
Company  is  142,528/.;  the  rateable  value  of  the 
district  supplied  by  the  Kent  Company  is- 
20,763/. ;  the  areas  supplied  by  the  respective 
companies  are,  the  Lambeth  Company,  3,468 
acres;  the  Kent  Company,  413  acres. 

3256.  Have  you  any  reason  to  complain  in 
your  district  of  the  supply  of  water  from  the 
Lambeth  Company  ? — In  what  sense  ?  As  re- 
gards quality,  or  as  regards  insufficient  sujiply  ? 

3257.  I  am  asking  you  as  a  medical  man,  as 
regards  quality  first  ? — No. 

3258.  None  at  all  ?— None. 

3259.  I  will  ask  you  now  as  to  quantity  ;  have 
you  any  complaint  with  regard  to  that  ? — Yes,  as 
to  questions  arising  out  of  the  late  frost,  when  the 
means  of  distribution  broke  down. 

3260.  Then,  again,  I  do  not  suppose  you  are 
medically  connected  with  the  Local  Board  at 
all? — I  am  chairman  of  the  Water  Committee. 

3261.  Have  you  a  medical  officer  of  health  ^* 
—Yes. 

3262.  Perhaps  he  is  not  here  ? — No.  I  think, 
perhaps,  I  could  refer  to  one  thing  you  are 
wanting.  In  November  last,  at  the  instigation  of 
Mr.  Shirley  Murphy,  the  medical  officer  for  the 
London  County  Council,  Dr.  George  Carpenter,^ 
who  is  our  medical  officer  of  health,  suggested  to 
our  Council  that  we  should  have  an  inquiry  on 
some  cases  of  diarrhoea  which  were  alleged  to 
have  happened  just  then.  Besides  myself  there 
is  another  doctor  also  on  our  board,  and  between 
us  we  do  a  considerable  amount  of  work,  and,  I 
think,  it  was  largely  our  view  which  led  the 
Council  to  think  it  wasjtotally  unnecessary,  that 
there  certainly  had  been  no  diarrhoea  in  the 
nature  of  an  epidemic. 

3263.  Is  it  not  the  fact  that  the  instigation 
came  from  the  South  and  Upper  Norwood 
authority,  the  borough  of  Croydon  ? — I  under- 
stood it  was  from  Dr.  Shirley  Murphy. 

3264.  Look  at  that  document  and  see  if  it  is 
not  signed  by  Dr.  Philpot,  who  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  County  Council.  Will  you  read 
that? — "  County  Borough  of  Croydon,  South  and 
Upper  Norwood  Wards  and  Norbury,  The 

H  H  4  ••—  recent 


248  MINUTES  OF  EVIDENCE  TAKEN  BEFORE  SELECT  COMMITTEE 

19  June  1895.]  Dr.  Randell.  \_Continued. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued. 

recent  prevalence  of  floods  in  the  Thames  Valley 
renders  it  very  important  that  all  water  should 
be  boiled  before  being  used  for  drinking  purposes. 
C.  W.  Philpot,  M.D.,  Medical  Officer  of  Health. 
Sanitary  Offices,  Croydon,  30th  November  1884." 
This  is  the  first  time  I  have  seen  this  notice. 

3265.  I  daresay  you  know  Dr.  Philpot  is  the 
medical  officer  of  health  for  that  district  ? — 
Yes. 

3266.  Supposing  you  had  got  the  power  to 
supply  to  your  own  district,  which  water  would 
you  like  to  supply?  — At  the  present  moment, 
we  are,  as  I  say,  mostly  supplied  by  Lambeth. 
I  believe  I  am  right  in  stating  that  to  get  water 
from  Thames  Ditton  to  Beckenham  it  has  to 
undergo  five  pumpings,  whereas  in  the  parish  of 
Beckenham  Itself,  we  have  a  Avell  which  yields  a 
million  and  a  quarter  gallons  a  day,  and  I  think 
that  alone  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  wishing  to  have 
the  Kent  water  instead  of  the  Lambeth  water. 

3267.  And  you  want  that  if  you  can  get  it  ? — 
Certainly. 

3268.  You,  as  a  medical  man,  will  answer  the 
question  which  of  the  two  waters  is  best  for 
dietetic  purposes,  the  Lambeth  or  the  Kent 
Company's  water  ? — The  Kent,  certainly. 

3269.  I  do  not  understand  you  to  really  com- 
plain of  our  Bill,  so  long  as  it  is  once  guaranteed 
that  you,  Beckenham,  are  to  have  the  control 
of  your  water  supply  ?  —  We  wish  complete 
severance.  We  want  the  works  of  distribution, 
we  want  the  option  of  taking  the  water  from  the 
London  County  Council ;  but  it  must  be  without 
any  intermediate  profit. 

3270.  That  is  a  question,  of  course,  of  asj;ree- 
ment? — That  is  not  provided  in  the  Bill  at 
present. 

3271.  You  do  not  share  the  views  of  Sir  John 
Lennard,  as  I  understand,  that  it  would  be 
impossible  to  arrange  these  matters  with  the 
London  County  Council? — Judging  from  recent 
experience,  I  think  it  possibly  might,  but  it  does 
not  seem  very  much  like  it.  What  I  mean  is, 
judging  from  recent  experience,  it  is  not 
possible. 

3272.  What  do  you  mean  by  "  recent  ex- 
perience"; have  you  been  trying  to  settle  this 
matter  ? — Yes. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued. 

3273.  I  suppose  it  is  a  difficult  matter  to 
settle  ? — I  think  it  is,  perhaps. 

3274.  Is  the  only  point  at  issue  the  one  which 
you  have  put  before  this  Committee  that  you 
want  to  have  the  control  of  your  water  supply  ? 
—  We  want,  in  the  first  instance,  to  have  absolute 
severance  from  London,  so  that  the  London 
County  Council  shall  have  nothing  whatever  to 
do  with  Kent. 

3275.  Not  Kent — Beckenham.  You  are  not 
the  whole  of  Kent  ? — No,  I  am  only  a  piece 
of  it. 

3276.  You  are  speaking  for  Beckenham  ? — 
Yes. 

3277.  With  regard  to  this  Lambeth  Bill,  why 
should  not  we  have  this  Lambeth  Bill  on  the 
terms  that  you  are  to  have  entire  severance 
from  London  ? — That,  of  course,  would  be  of  no 
use  to  us  without  a  supply  of  water  from  Kent. 

3278.  Surely  it  is  the  first  step  towards  it  ? — 
Possibly. 

3279.  Would  there  be  any  objection,  suppose 
it  is  perfectly  guaranteed  to  you  that  you  are  to 
have  severance  from  London,  would  you  have 
any  objection  to  our  buying  the  Kent  Company 
on  fair  and  reasonable  terms,  and  afterwards  let 
you  have  perfect  severance  ? — It  depends  on 
what  you  mean  by  "  buying  the  Kent  Company," 
We  should  strongly  object  to  the  London  County 
Council  having  control  of  the  sources  of  supply. 

3280.  But  supposing  the  first  step  towards 
giving  you  perfect  control  is  our  purchasing,  you 
do  not  object  to  that,  do  you? — There  is  an 
objection  to  it;  that  would  involve  a  re-sale, 
which  would  be  costly. 

3281.  Supposing  it  is  re-sold  to  you  at  a  fair 
proportionate  price  ? — Without  profit  ? 

3282.  Certainly;  a  re-sale  without  profit; 
would  you  object  to  that  ? — 1  should  not  be  dis- 
posed to  object  to  that  so  much. 

Re-examined  by  Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

3283.  But  it  is  part  of  your  case  that  the 
London  County  Council  must  not  have  control 
in  any  part  of  Kent? — Certainly;  I  think  I  have 
said  so  already. 


The  Witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  George  Chatterton,  sworn;  and  Examined. 


Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

3284.  You  are  a  member  of  the  Institution  of 
Civil  Engineers,  practising  in  Westminster,  and 
for  many  years  past  you  have  given  special 
attention  to  water  questions  ? — I  have. 

3285.  Have  you  looked  into  this  particular 
district  in  Kent  ? — I  have. 

3286.  I  will  ask  you  roughly  the  present  state 
of  affairs.  Is  the  present  state  of  affairs  this, 
that  there  are  Kent  wells  both  in  and  out  of 
London  ?—  Yes. 

3287.  That  the  Kent  wells  in  London  are 
supplying  (perhaps  you  will  give  me  the  figures 
if  you  have  them  in  front  of  you)  about  8,000,000 
gallons  a  day,  are  they  not  ? — No ;  the  Kent 
Company's  wells —  


Mr.  Clarke  Williams — continued. 

3288.  I  will  ask  you  if  they  are  capable  of 
supplying  8,000,000  gallons  ;  is  that  so  ? — They 
are  stated  by  the  company's  engineer  to  be  capable 
of  supplying  in  London,  that  is  to  say,  the 
Deptford  and  the  Plumstead  wells  together, 
8,800,000  gallons  per  diem. 

3289.  For  that  district  they  are  at  present 
using,  I  believe,  something  under  11,000,000 
gallons? — They  are  being  supplied  with  about 
11,000,000  gallons. 

3290.  So  that  it  would  be  necessary  in  order 
to  keep  up  the  present  supply  in  that  district  to 
supply  them  from  outside  with  a  minimum  of 
something  over  2,000,000  gallons  ? — Yes.  I  may 
say  that  at  the  present  moment  they  are  not 
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pumping  from  the  wells  within  London  8,800,000 
gallons  ;  they  are  pumping  not  more  than 
4,000,000  gallons. 

3291.  They  are  not  pumping,  in  fact,  8,000,000 
gallons,  but  they  are  able  to  pump  8,000,000 
in  their  own  district  in  London  ? — Yes. 

3292.  Taking  27,500,000  gallons,  the  figure 
given  by  the  Royal  Commission  as  the  total 
possible  supply  from  the  wells  of  Kent,  that 
leaves  about  19,000,000  gallons  which  can  be  got 
from  the  outside  ? — Yes. 

3293.  So  that  if  the  water  authority  for  the 
district  outside,  supposing  there  to  be  one,  were  to 
supply  the  inside  part  in  bulk,  how  many  gallons 
do  j'ou  suggest  would  be  necessary  for  present 
and  future  requirements  ? — I  do  not  wish  to  put 
down  a  figure  at  the  pi-esent  moment ;  but  sup- 
posing that  the  whole  of  the  parish  of  Beckenham 
is  to  be  supplied,  I  will  assume,  by  Kent 
water  

3294.  1  was  going  to  deal  with  that  after- 
wards ? — Then  supposing  things  go  on  as  they 
are  at  present,  I  consider  that  that  portion  of 
London  which  is  supplied  by  the  Kent  Company 
must  go  on  being  so  supplied. 

3295.  How  many  million  gallons  shall  we  cut 
off  the  19,000,000  for  the  present  and  future 
supply  of  the  intra -metropolitan  part  of  the 
Kent  Company's  district? — I  think  that  the  very 
maximum,  in  addition  to  what  they  pump  inside 
their  own  area,  that  Kent  would  physically  be 
capable  of  supplying  would  be  10,000,000  gallons 
per  diem. 

3296.  Taking  that  as  the  very  maximum,  that 
leaves  only  9,000,000,  on  the  figures  taken  from 
the  Koyal  Commission's  Rejmrt,  for  the  outside 
part  of  Kent? — It  leaves  about  9,000,000  gallons 
for  the  administrative  county  of  Kent. 

3297.  So  that  you  would  give  them  more  than 
half  what  is  left  ?— Yes. 

3298.  Taking  that  figure  of  9,000,000  gallons, 
and  assuming  for  the  purpose  of  this  answer  that 
it  would  also  have  to  supply  the  part  of 
Beckenham  which  is  now  supplied  by  the 
Lambeth  Water  Company,  how  many  years, 
can  you  tell  me,  at  the  present  rate  of  increase 
of  the  population,  which  you  have  also  investi- 
gated, it  would  take  before  we  should  overtake 
that  and  want  the  whole  of  it  ? — I  think  that 
Kent  would  be  able  to  go  on  supplying  probably 
to  the  year  1921. 

3299.  So  that  in  the  year  1921,  if  we  supply 
ample  for  the  part  of  Kent  inside  London,  and 
supply  this  part  of  Beckenham,  we  should 
then  want  the  whole  of  the  water  in  Kent, 
taking  the  total  given  us  by  the  Royal  Com- 
mission ? — Yes.  I  think  that  figure  of  the 
Royal  Commission  is  a  figure  which  must  be 
adhered  to.  It  is  based  on  the  company's  own 
evidence  given  before  them.  The  Royal  Com- 
mission considered  that  figure  very  caref'iilly, 
and  from  the  fact  that  they  fixed  it  so  close  as  a 
million  and  a  half,  the  figure  given  by  the  Kent 
Company  being  29,000,000,  I  think  it  ought  to 
be  pretty  well  agreed  on  both  sides  that  that  is 
the  limit  of  the  Kent  supply. 

3300.  On  that,  when  we  get  to  the  end  of  our 
supply  from  the  chalk  wells,  we  are  apparently 
at  the  end  of  our  resources,  are  we  not,  in  Kent  ? 
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— With  regard  to  that-  particular  area.  There 
is  evidence  that  there  is  water  in  other  portions 
of  Kent,  but  you  would  have  to  go  outside. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.^^  I  represent  the  Kent 
Company  here,  and  that  is  a  statement  which  has 
been  disposed  of  some  two  years  ago. 

Chairman.^  Would  not  you  do  better  to  cross- 
examine  presently  ? 

Mr.  Leivis  Coward.']  I  cannot  cross-examine. 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams.]  My  learned  friend  Mr. 
Lewis  Coward  has  not  followed  my  question.  I 
did  not  say  fhey  were  at  the  end  of  their  supply; 
1  said,  taking  the  figure  of  the  Royal  Commission 
of  twenty-seven  and  a  half  million  gallons,  this 
witness,  as  an  expert,  says  that,  in  his  view, 
about  the  year  1921  we  should  be  using  the 
whole  of  the  w  ater  upon  the  assumptions  I  have 
put  to  him.  Then  he  says,  beyond  that,  if  we 
assume  that  is  the  total,  there  is  no  other  place 
we  can  go  to  for  our  water. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.]  That  is  not  so,  you 
know. 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams,]  No  other  place  but 
Kent. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broione.]  When  the  opponents 
fall  out  the  promoters  will  get  their  own. 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

3301.  (To  the  Witness.)  At  the  present 
moment  the  mains  cross  the  metropolitan 
boundary  in  how  many  places  ? — In  several 
places. 

3302.  Would  it  be  perfectly  feasible  to  reduce 
the  number  of  mains  to  a  small  number,  say  five 
or  so,  and  to  have  meters  and  deliver  the  water 
in  bulk  across  the  boundary? — I  think  that  to 
deliver  water  in  bulk  across  the  boundary  is 
simply  carrying  out  what  is  done  at  the  present 
moment.  At  the  present  moment  the  water  is 
supplied  by  the  company,  and,  as  I  say,  there  are 
only  4,000,000  gallons  being  pumped  in  the 
coimty  of  London,  and  whereas  the  total  supply 
is  11,000,000  gallons,  there  are  7,000,000  gallons 
coming  over  the  boundary  per  day.  The  only 
difference  would  be  that  that  would  have  to  be 
measured  in  the  future.  That,  of  course,  is  a 
very  simple  matter. 

3303.  May  I  take  it  that  from  an  engineering 
point  of  view  there  is  no  diflSculty  in  what,  for 
shortness  of  terms,  1  will  call  severance,  cutting 
off  the  two  parts  completely  except  the  pipes;  I 
mean  severance  of  control  entirely?  —  None 
whatsoever,  tliat  is  supposing  that  there  be  a 
geographical  separation,  first  of  all  Mdth  regard 
to  Kent  taking  the  mains  and  wells  in  Kent,  and 
London  taking  the  mains  and  wells  in  London. 

3304.  I  want  to  ask  one  question  about 
population.  You  have  looked,  I  believe,  into 
the  population.  In  your  opinion,  is  the  popula- 
tion increasing  outside  London  very  much  faster 
than  it  is  inside? — No,  I  do  not  think  so. 

3305.  Conijjaring  Beckenham  with  other 
places,  for  instance? — Yes;  but  undoubtedly 
there  is  a  very  large  increase  in  population  in. 
London  as  well. 

3306.  Is  that  part  within  London  which  can 
increase  rapidly  diminishing,  whereas  the  part 

I  I  +-  outside 
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Mr.  Clarke  Williams — continued. 

outside  is  rapidly  pushing  farther  out  ? —  Yes. 
As  time  goes  on  the  population,  no  doubt,  will 
increase  more  in  Kent  than  in  London,  with  one 
exception  I  should  say — the  Eltham  portion  of 
London,  which  is  at  present  comparatively  rural. 

3307.  I  believe  the  result  of  your  investiga- 
tions is  that  the  population  is  increasing  outside 
London  at  the  rate  of  about  30  per  cent,  every 
ten  years  ? — That  has  been  so  in  the  past,  but  1 
think  that  one  ought  to  be  very  careful  in 
reckoning  that  it  Avould  not  be  more  so  in  the 
future. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Balfour  Broume. 

3308.  I  daresay  you  know  that  there  are 
parts  ol'  London  that  are  increasing  quite  as 
rapidly  as  Beckenham? — Do  you  mean  parts  of 
the  administrative  county? 

3309.  Yes.  Take  Lewisham ;  do  you  know 
the  I'ate  of  increase  there  ? — It  is  considerable. 

3310.  Let  me  understand,  if  I  can,  your  view. 
Out  of  the  27^  millions  which  you  merely  take 
from  the  Royal  Commission  Report,  I  think — — ? 
— There  was  an  enormous  amount  of  evidence 
called. 

3311.  I  am  not  going  into  it  just  now,  hut  you 
take  it  from  their  report? — I  do. 

3312.  I  understand  out  of  that  you  are  willing 
to  give  London  18,000,000  gallons  ultimately  ? 
—Yes. 

3313.  And  keep  for  Kent  the  difference 
between  18,000,000  and  27,500,000  ?— Yes. 

3314.  That  is  the  idea  ?— That  is  the  idea. 

3315.  And  if  that  figure,  whether  it  is 
18,000,000  or  20,000,000  that  we  should  have, 
could  be  adjusted,  there  w^ould  be  nothing  out- 
Btanding  except  the  method  by  which  you  are  to 
have  the  control  of  your  water  district? — That 
would  be  so.  We  should  have  the  control  of 
the  pumps,  and,  of  course,  the  regulation  as  to 
how  much  should  be  pumped  fi'om  each  particular 
well  at  each  particular  time.  But  you  must 
assume  that  of  that  18,000,000  gallons  out  of  the 
total  supply,  I  am  estimating  that  something 
over  8,000,000  comes  from  within  London. 

3316.  I  understand;  but  I  am  taking  it 
altogether  as  18,000,000  as  against  the  balance  ; 
and  if  that  figure  (with  which  I  do  not  agree, 
because  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  right  or  not) ; 
but  when  that  figure  is  once  arrived  at,  the 
whole  thing  Avould  be  done  except  the  machinery 
of  your  carrying  out  and  having  the  control  in 
your  own  district? — Yes. 

3317.  Do  you  think  that  is  incapable  of  being 
arranged  ? — It  seems  so. 

3318.  Why  ? — From  an  engineering  point  of 
view  I  think  it  is  not  at  all  incapable  of  being 
arranged. 

3319.  I  am  speaking  of  it  from  an  engineering 
point  of  view.  There  is  no  impossibility  of 
arranging  first  the  figure,  and  then  the  machinery 
by  which  you  are  to  have  the  entire  control  ? — 
Yes. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued. 

3320.  Suppose  that  were  done,  then  you  would 
be  in  favour  of  these  Bills  ? — I  am  not  going  to 
go  as  far  as  that,  but  I  am  in  favour  of  the 
Kent  authorities  having  the  control  over  their 
district  themselves. 

3321.  In  the  sense  of  ownership,  you  mean? — 
Yes. 

3322.  And  if  you  are  in  favour  of  the  Kent 
County  Council  or  the  Kent  authorities  having 
the  control  in  the  sense  of  ownership  in  their 
district,  surely  the  same  argument  is  good  for 
London,  is  it  not?— Do  you  mean  for  all  the 
Bills,  or  this  particular  Bill  ? 

3323.  I  am  speaking  of  the  administrative 
county  of  London;  it  ought  to  be  the  water 
authority  in  its  district,  ought  it  not  ? — I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  that  altogether. 

3324.  Then  why  are  you  prepared  to  say  it 
with  regard  to  the  authorities  in  Kent? — Because 
things  are  rather  different ;  they  supply  so  much 
of  the  outside  area.  The  outside  area  is  so  much 
mixed  up  with  the  inside  area. 

3325.  But  I  am  assuming  an  arrangement 
come  to  by  which  the  outside  areas  shall  control 
their  own  water  supply.  If  the  administrative 
county  is  left  without  the  outside  area,  why 
should  it  not  supply  itself? — Then  they  should 
have  that  portion  which  supplies  themselves. 

3326.  lliey  should  ?— Yes. 

Re-examined  by  Mr.  Clarke  Williams. 

3327.  As  regards  increase  of  population,  my 
learned  friend  put  it  to  you  that  London  is 
increasing  as  fast  inside  as  outside.  Now  is  it  the 
fact  that  Beckenham,  for  instance,  has  multiplied 
enormously  in  the  last  30  years? — There  is 
no  portion  of  the  county  of  London  that  is  now 
being  supplied  by  the  Kent  Company  that  is 
increasing  as  fast  as  Beckenham. 

3328.  Are  there  other  portions  that  are  also 
increasing  50  and  60  per  cent.,  and  so  on  ? — 
Yes. 

(The  Witness  withdrew.) 

Mr.  Clarke  Williams.^  I  have  other  evidence, 
sir,  and  other  engineering  evidence ;  but  my 
learned  friend  has  not  cross-examined  really  to 
the  engineering  evidence,  so  I  do  not  piopose  to 
take  up  time  by  calling  any  more  witnesses, 
although  I  have  them  here.  I  think  my  case  is 
suflSciently  before  the  Committee. 

Chairman.^  Just  as  you  like  yourself. 

Mr.  H.  C.  Richards.'\  I  propose,  sir,  to  only 
offer  one  gentleman  on  behalf  of  the  Essex 
County  Council.  The  chairman  was  here 
yesterday,  but  he  wished  me  to  say  he  had  other 
duties  connected  with  the  county,  and  I  propose 
to  put  one  of  the  aldermen  into  the  box,  and 
then  address  you  on  behalf  of  the  Essex  County 
Council. 
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Mr.  Walter  Baston  Whittingham,  called  in,  sworn  ;  and  Examined,  as  follows  : 


Mr.  Richards. 

3329.  You  reside  at  the  Drive,  Walthamstow, 
and  are  one  of  the  alderrcen  of  the  Essex  County- 
Council  ? — ^Yes. 

3330.  And  you  are  Chairman  of  the  Council's 
Water  Supply  Comniitte<;,  and  you  are  here  to 
take  the  Chairman's  place  ? — That  is  so. 

3331.  As  Chairman  of  the  Water  Supply 
Committee,  you  are  perfectly  cognisant  wdth  all 
that  has  been  taking  place  with  regard  to 
negotiations  with  the  London  County  Council  ? 
—Yes. 

3332.  And  I  think  all  the  chairmen  of  district 
councils  in  suburban  Essex  are  members  of  your 
Water  Committee  ? — That  is  so. 

3333.  You  have,  in  consultation  with  the 
Committee  and  the  Council,  carefully  considered 
the  principles  involved  in  this  Bill  ?—  Yes. 

3334.  What  is  your  view  with  regard  to  the 
suggestion  that  the  London  County  Council  is 
the'  proper  body  to  buy  and  to  supply  ? — We 
have  considered  the  quest'on  very  fully,  and 
there  is  a  perfect  agreement  that  it  should  be  an 
Essex  authority,  and  not  the  London  County 
Council. 

3335.  You  are  perfectly  familiar  with  both 
the  parts  of  the  district  supplied  by  the  East 
London  Water  Company,  within  the  county 
of  London,  and  that  within  your  own  county  ? 
— Yes ;  that  black  line  being  the  River  Lea 
bed,  and  the  outer  area  is  about  five  times  the 
inner. 

3336.  The  water  area  of  Essex  supplied  by 
the  East  London  Company  is  infinitely  larger  in 
Essex  than  it  is  in  the  county  of  London  ? — Yes, 
I  believe  it  is  five  times  the  size. 

3337.  The  supplies  and  the  wells  round  Essex 
are  almost  entirely  within  your  county  area,  are 
they  not  ? — They  are  entirely,  I  believe. 

3338.  Do  you  know  that  within  the  last  few 
years  the  supplies  in  Essex  have  been  increas- 
ing by  leaps  and  bounds,  while  within  London 
they  have  been  decreasing  ? — Yes,  that  has  been 
proved. 

3339.  Is  it  not  the  tendency  of  London,  or 
rather  the  tendency  of  London  improvements,  to 
drive  the  people  over  the  Lea  into  your  county  ? 
— Yes  ;  the  policy  of  cheap  railway  fares  sends 
the  East  London  population  migrating  over  the 
Lea  into  our  districts, 

3340.  Are  you  cognisant  with  the  rate  at 
which  the  population  has  been  increasing  in 
Essex  even  since  the  last  Census  ? — In  sub- 
urban Essex  it  has  been  more  than  doubled  each 
Census. 

3341.  And  since  the  Census  of  1891  is  it 
still  steadily  increasing  ?— Yes,  most  distinctly. 

3342.  What  is  the  objection  of  your  county 
council  to  the  purchase  by  the  London  County 
Council  of  the  East  London  Water  Under- 
taking? Will  you  give  your  reasons  one  by 
one.  1  think  we  have  dealt  with  the  first ;  now 
take  the  second  ?  -  Our  first  is  that  there  is  this 
vast  growth  of  the  district,  and  consequently  the 
future  pull  on  the  water  supply  in  the  Essex  dis- 
trict will  be  to  a  mucli  larger  extent  even  than 
it  is  now, 
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Mr,  Richards — continued. 

3343,  The  second  one  is  that  you  object  to 
the  introduction  of  a  foreign  authority  ? — Yes. 

3344,  Is  there  perfect  unanimity  in  your 
County  Council  in  regard  to  that  matter  ? — 
Quite  so  ;  we  think  that  the  Essex  area  should 
be  controlled  by  an  Essex  authority  in  the  matter 
of  water, 

3345,  Is  it  also  your  view  that,  as  the  bulk  of 
the  works  of  the  East  London  Company  are  in 
Essex,  and  the  bulk  of  the  people  supplied  are 
within  your  county,  you  should  be  the  purchasing 
authority,  if  in  the  wisdom  of  Parliament  it  is 
decided  that  the  water  companies  should  be  sold  ? 
— Yes,  if  that  were  so. 

3346,  The  area  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
London  County  Council,  I  believe,  and  your  area 
have  not  been  altered  by  any  recent  legislation  ? 
—No, 

3347,  The  area  of  the  London  County  Council 
was  prescribed  under  the  Metropolis  Manage- 
ment Act  in  the  fifties,  and  not  altered  by  the 
Local  Government  Act  in  1888  ? — Quite  so;  and 
the  Essex  boundary  is  not  altered  in  that  part 
at  all. 

3348,  I  think  the  sixth  objection  of  your 
Council  is  that  your  outside  authorities  might  be 
in  the  hands  of  the  London  County  Council, 
and  as  to  the  question  of  supply  in  the  case  of 
drought,  or  of  fi-ost,  London  would  get  the  first 
turn  and  Essex  would  get  the  second  ? — In  the 
case  of  drought  we  assume  that  the  London 
authority  would  naturally  look  first  to  the 
demands  of  Its  own  area,  and  that  outside  dis- 
tricts might  accordingly  suffer, 

3349,  With  regard  to  the  seventh  and  last 
reason,  do  your  Council  consider  it  reasonable 
that  there  should  be  two  transfers,  if  the 
authorities  are  to  become  the  owners  and  dis- 
tributors of  the  water  ? — We  think,  if  there  is  to 
be  a  transfer,  it  should  be  of  such  a  proportion 
of  the  works  as  Essex  wants  direct  to  the 
Essex  authority,  and  not  first  to  the  London 
County  Council  and  then  to  the  Essex  authority. 

3350,  1  think  the  attention  of  your  Council 
has  been  called  to  the  agreement  with  Surrey  — 
The  attention  of  some  representatives  of  the 
Council  has  been, 

3351,  That  agreement  did  not  meet  with  the 
approval  of  the  representatives  of  the  Council  ? — 
It  did  not, 

3352,  And  you  reserved  your  right  as  to  detail 
on  the  East  London  Water  Bill  Inquiry,  I 
believe  ? — ^Quite  so, 

3353,  What  is  your  view  as  to  the  future 
policy  of  the  Essex  County  Council  with  regard 
to  a  water  authority  in  the  county,  supposing 
this  Bill  were  passed  ? — I  think  that  in  sub- 
urban Essex  there  is  a  very  strong  desire  for  the 
municipalisation  of  the  water,  I  think,  as  far 
as  the  Essex  County  Council  is  concerned,  it 
would  take  up  willingly  the  view  of  the  sub- 
urban districts. 

3354,  You,  I  think,  represent  a  very  large 
suburban  district,  or  rather,  you  did  represent  it, 
namely,  Walthamstow  ? — Yes,  the  Wood-street 
division  of  Walthamstow. 

I  I  2  ^-  3355,  Therefore 
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Mr.  Richards — continued. 

3355.  Therefore  you  can  speak  with  local 
knowledge  of  suburban  Essex?  —  Yes;  I  can 
speak  from  many  years'  experience  as  chairman 
of  the  board  for  that  district. 

3356.  Do  you  think  it  necessary  there  should 
be  some  external  authority,  such  as  the  Essex 
County  Council,  to  bring  the  local  authorities 
together  on  the  subject  ? — I  think  so  :  more  par- 
ticularly because  West  Ham  is  also  a  portion  of 
the  district  supplied,  and  it  would  seem  highly 
improbable  that  10  authorities  could  combine  for 
the  purchase  ;  but  that  they  would,  and  I  believe 
they  do,  naturally  look  to  the  Essex  County 
Council  to  aci  for  them  in  the  matter,  and  to 
that  Council  to  constitute  the  authority  in  the 
suburban  district. 

3357.  And  I  tliink  I  may  take  it  that  you 
know,  from  information  supplied  you  yesterday 
only  from  the  Vv  est  Ham  authorities,  that  the 
population  is  practically  a  quarter  of  a  million 
in  the  borough,  and  in  the  county  it  is  the  same, 
that  is  to  say,  of  the  area  supplied  by  the  East 
London  Company? — The  West  Ham  Union 
would  be  about  half  a  million,  and  the  West 
Ham  borough,  1  believe,  a  quarter  of  a  million  ; 
that  is  the  present  estimate  of  the  population, 

3358.  With  regard  to  the  outside  area  in  your 
county,  what  would  you  put  the  population  down 
at,  rouahly  ?— Do  you  mean  beyond  the  West 
Ham  Union  ? 

3359.  Yes,  beyond  the  West  Ham  Union? — 
Probably  it  is  not  more  than  20,000,  if  so  much. 

3360.  Your  Council,  I  believe,  is  anxious 
that,  whatever  is  done  by  these  Bills,  you  may 
be  on  equal  terms  with  the  London  County 
Council,  and  not  under  them  in  any  way  ? — We 
think  that  in  the  passing  of  this  Bill  there 
should  be  clauses  which  would  enable  the  Essex 
County  Council  to  act,  as  at  present  it  cannot 
act.  It  has  no  right  at  present  to  promote  a  Bill 
itself. 

3361.  Is  there  any  other  point  which  you 
would  like  to  lay  before  the  Committee? — I  do 
not  know  that  there  is  any  other. 

3362.  Are  you  cognisant  of  the  difference  in 
prices  between  water  supplied  to  you  in  Essex, 
and  water  supplied  generally,  not  by  the  E  ist 
London  Company,  in  the  area  of  London  ? — By 
the  statistics  it  would  appear  that  the  supply 
of  the  East  London  Company  is  cheaper  than 
the  supply  of  any  other  company,  and  those 
returns  would  make  it  rather  an  alarm  to  Essex 
that,  if  there  should  be  a  general  purchase,  and 
one  authority,  controlling  all,  that  they  might 
level  up  Essex  to  the  charges  of  other  districts. 

3363.  The  present  price  in  Essex,  I  think,  is 
about  4rf.  "635  for  i,000  gallons,  and  in  London, 
it  is  about  7d.,  with  a  decimal  of  425  ? — The 
latter  figure  is  the  average. 

3364.  Would  your  Council  view  with  great 
alarm  any  average  being  taken  which  would  put 
afresh  burden  upon  you  in  Essex? — Certairdy. 
I  have  the  statistics  before  me. 

3365.  Is  there  any  other  point  you  wish  to 
mention  ? — I  only  hope  I  have  made  it  quite 
clear  that  it  is  the  feeling  of  the  Water  Com- 
mittee very  strongly,  that  in  the  Bill  now  before 
Parliament,  if  it  is  to  become  law,  there  should 
be  claiises  giving  Essex  power  to  buy  direct,  and 


Mr.  Richards — continued, 

we  believe  that  the  Essex  position  is  rather 
exceptional,  because  the  supply  is  so  distinctly 
large  in  Essex  in  proportion  to  that  of  the 
metropolitan  area. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3366.  You  know  that  some  of  the  Essex  local 
authorities  have  got  petitions  against  this  Bill, 
do  you  not  ;  West  Ham,  for  instance  ? — Yes,  i 
understand  that. 

3367.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  are  aware 
of  the  fact  that  we  have  arranged  with  them 

Mr.  Richards.']  No,  I  have  it  on  the  authoritj 
of  the  Parliamentary  agent  only  yesterday,  in 
consultation  with  Mr.  Whittingham,  that  you 
have  not  arranged. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  I  do  not  know  that  my 
learned  friend  has  beard  yet  what  I  was  going  ta 
say,  (To  the  Witness.)  Do  you  know  that  they 
have  got  a  petition  ? — West  Ham  has  a  petition 
against  this  Bill. 

3368.  Do  you  know  that  we  have  arranged 
with  them,  and  have  agreed  so  fai  as  we  are 
concerned,  that  nothing  that  is  done  on  this  Bill 
shall  in  any  way  prejudice  their  rights  under 
that  petition  at  a  subsequent  stage.  I  only  want 
to  know  if  you  are  aware  of  it  ? — That  we 
understand  also  to  be  our  position. 

3369.  I  want  to  make  it  clear  before  the  Com- 
mittee. We  are  particularly  anxious  nothing  we 
do  here  shall  prejudice  that  arrangement.  Now 
a  word  upon  your  own  Petition.  As  I  under- 
stand you,  you  are  strongly  in  favour  of  muni- 
cipalisation  of  the  water? — I  am  personally.  I 
think,  if  I  speak  for  the  Essex  County  Council 
as  a  Counsel,  I  could  not  say  as  much. 

3370.  That  is  your  own  individual  view,  is  it  ? 
— Yes,  that  is  my  own  individual  view. 

3371.  What  is  the  view  of  the  County  Council 
in  that  respect?  —  The  County  Council  has 
expressed  its  opinion  again  and  again  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  arrangement  proposed  of  purchase, 
which  would  appear  to  take  away  from  them  a 
portion  of  their  area,  and  the  control  of  it. 

3372.  That  is  not  the  point  I  was  referring  to. 
You  have  given  me  your  own  personal  view  that 
there  ought  to  be  a  transfer  to  some  municipal 
authority  ? — Yes. 

3373.  Is  that  also  the  View  of  the  County 
Council  ? — I  believe  they  would  support  that 
view. 

3374.  Have  they  expressed  that  view  yet? — 
They  have  expressed  their  opposition  to  this 
Bill  by  the  arrangement. 

3375.  But  have  they  expressed  a  vicAV  on  that 
point  ? — Yes,  in  the  way  I  have  put  it. 

3376.  That  is,  that  your  own  individual  view 

was  ? — No,  that  they  would  be  prepared  to 

accept  clauses  which  would  constitute  them  the 
authority  to  purchase  direct  the  sources  of 
supply,  and  the  means  of  supply  requisite  for 
the  Essex  district. 

3377.  In  this  Bill  ?— Yes  ]  they  would  like  to 
see  those  clauses  in  this  Bill. 

3378.  I  do  not  mean  this  Bill,  but  when  we 
come  to  the  East  London  Bill  ? — Yes,  of  course, 
but  the  principle  is  being  discussed  now,  as  I 
understand. 

3379.  As 
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Mr.  Worsley  Taylor — continued. 

3379.  As  I  understand  you,  when  we  get  to 
the  stage  ol"  the  East  London  Bill,  your  view  is 
that  the  County  Council  would  be  prepared  to 
accept  clauses  which  v/ould  constitute  them  the 
water  authority  in  Essex,  is  that  it  ? — Not  quite 
that;  which  would  enable  thera  to  constitute  a 
water  authority  in  Essex. 

3380.  Would  that  be  the  County  Council  ? — 
The  County  Council  of  Essex  constitute  a  water 
authority  in  the  suburban  part  of  Essex. 

3381.  And  the  body  would  be  the  County 
Council? — I  take  it  it  would  not  ultimately  be, 
except  by  some  representation  upon  it. 

3382.  But  I  want  to  see  what  is  in  your  mind, 
and  what  clause  you  would  suggest  when  we  get 
to  that  view  that  the  County  Council  would  be  the 
authority  to  purchase  in  the  first  instance  ? — Yes. 

3383.  That  would  be  so  ?— Yes. 

3384.  With  the  view  of  their  ultimately 
making  some  arrangement  with  the  various  local 
authorities  ? — That  iss  so. 

Chairman. 

3385.  But  which  County  Council  ?  —  The 
County  Council  of  Essex, 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3386.  You  never  heard  the  suggestion  then, 
still  less  a  resolution,  that  the  Essex  County 
Council  propose  to  introduce  a  Bill  for  that 
purpose  ? — No,  certainly  not  ;  they  have  no 
power. 

3387.  Supposing  you  got  such  a  provision  as 
that  introduced  into  the  Bill,  when  we  get  to  the 
East  London  Bill,  1  gather  as  you  would  safe- 
guard Essex,  so  you  would  safeguard  London  ; 
as  Essex  should  be  the  Essex  authority,  so 
London,  in  your  view,  equally  might  fairly 
claim  to  be  the  London  authority  ? — Certainly. 

3388.  And  that  you  would  propose  to  do  by  a 
re-sale  to  them? — A  re-sale  from  London  to 
Essex,  do  you  mean  ? 

3389.  No.  You  propose  that  Essex  should 
buy  ? — The  Essex  County  Council  would  buy 
in  the  name  of  the  suburban  districts,  and  on 
their  behalf. 

3390.  So  1  understand.  Tell  me  what  Essex 
■would  buy  exactly  ;  would  it  be  the  whole  thing  ? 
— If  the  London  County  Council  Avere  prepared 
to  arrange  to  take  water  from  them,  then  probably, 
yes. 

3391.  You  would  buy  the  whole  thing.  Your 
present  idea  is  that.  It  has  never  been  discussed  ? 
• — Yes,  very  much  discussed. 

3392.  May  I  take  it  that  that  is  the  view  of 
the  County  Council,  or  your  own  view  ? — The 
view  of  the  County  Council. 

3393.  You  might  buy  the  whole  thing  in  the 
first  instance,  and  then  hand  over  whatever 
might  be  right  and  just  to  London  ? — Yes. 

3394.  There  would  be  no  difficulty  in  that  ? 
or  have  yon  seen  any  difficulty? — Not  if  the 
suburban  districts  stand  as  they  do  now  ;  one 
cannot  commit  oneself  absolutely. 

3395.  I  do  not  want  you  to  commit  yourself 
absolutely,  but  you  see  no  difficulty,  engineering 
or  otherwise,  in  arriving  at  a  just  arrangement, 
do  you  ?—  At  the  same  time,  the  other  arrange- 
ment is  the  one  which  has  been  chiefly  discussed. 
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3396.  Kindly  follow  me  ;  you  see  no  difficulty 
in  arriving  at  a  just  arrangement  of  some  kind  ? 
— 'Certainly  not. 

3397.  Engineering,  or  otherwise? — -You  said, 
"  of  some  kind."  The  belief  expressed  profes- 
sionally by  high  authorities  is  that  it  woiild  be 
quite  practicable  to  divide  the  sources  and  means 
of  supply  so  that  the  purchase  need  not  be  for 
Essex  districts  of  the  whole,  but  of  such  part  as 
they  would  really  require,  and  that  seems  to  be 
the  preferable  position. 

3398.  If  you  did  not  find  that  possible,  it  would 
be  quite  possible  tha,t  you  should  buy  the  whole, 
and  hand  over  a  certain  part,  to  be  agreed  after- 
wards, to  London,  and  on  terms  to  be  agreed  ?  — 
I  think  either  of  those  arrangements  might  be 
made. 

3399.  And,  as  I  understand  you,  that  matter 
would  require  the  assent  of  these  various  local 
authorities? — Yes,  it  would  be  done  by  the  Essex 
County  Council  (which  is  considerably  rural  in 
representation)  in  the  interests  and  on  behelf  of 
the  London  districts  of  Essex. 

3400.  And  with  the  assent  of  the  various  local 
authorities  in  Essex  ? — Yes,  and  also  it  would 
require  most  distinctly  the  assent  of  West  Ham 
borough. 

3401.  No  doubt,  before  you  could  carry  it  out, 
you  would  want  the  assent  of  all  ? — Yes. 

3402.  And  if  you  did  not  get  it,  I  suppose 
there  would  be  a  little  difficulty  ? — Yes ;  I  think 
the  vote  of  the  County  Council  of  Essex  would 
certainly  not  Avish  to  coerce  in  any  way  the 
London  district,  but  rather  the  other  way. 

3403.  Quite  so  ;  if  you  found  strong  views  oa 
the  part  of  any  local  authority,  you  would  not 
feel  justified  in  coercing  them  ? — Certainly  not. 

3404.  If  that  is  so,  why  cannot  the  operation 
be  turned  just  the  other  way  up  ;  we  purchase, 
and  hand  over  to  you ;  what  is  the  objection  to 
that  ? — Our  purchase  in  Essex  would  be  for 
Essex  authorities,  and  for  Essex  people  in  their 
name  and  (m  their  behalf. 

3405.  Take  it  that  our  purchase  is  for  London, 
and  on  their  behalf  ;  what  is  the  difference  ? — 
That  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  the  same  thing. 

3406.  I  agree  it  is  not  the  same  thing,  but  I 
put  it  lo  you  it  is  the  same  thing  turned  the 
other  way  up  ;  where  would  be  the  difficulty  ? — 
It  would  be  a  purchase  of  the  Essex  sources  of 
supply  by  a  foreign  authority  to  Essex. 

3407.  And  that  you  would  object  to  ? — That 
is  objected  to  very  strongly. 

3408.  Why  should  not  London  object  to  a 
foreign  authority  buying  and  handing  over  to  it  ? 
— Simply  because  the  sources  are  in  Essex,  and 
not  in  London. 

3409.  If  you  get  the  thing  on  fair  terms,  does 
it  make  much  difference  to  you  who  it  is  that 
buys  ? — It  might  not,  I  admit. 

Ke-examined  by  Mr.  Richards. 

3410.  You  would  not  object  even  to  a  general 
purchase,  but  what  you  do  object  to  is  a  piu-chase 
by  London  and  a  resale  to  Essex  ? — We  think 
that  is  not  likely  to  be  so  satisfactory  to  Essex 
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Mr.  Richards — continued. 

as  the  arbitration  being  direct  between  the  water 
company  and  Essex. 

3411.  You  have  not,  of  course,  gone  into  the 
engineering  questions  ? — No,  I  speak  only  on 
principle.  I  am  only  speaking  on  the  principle 
of  the  Bill,  and  not  on  details. 

■"The  Witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Richards  was  heard  to  address  the  Com- 
mittee on  behalf  of  the  Essex  County  Council  in 
opposition  to  the  Bill. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil  was  heard  to  address  the 
Committee  on  behalf  of  the  Middlesex  County 
Council  and  the  Hertfordshire  County  Council 
in  opposition  to  the  Bill. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow, 
at  a  quarter-past  Twelve  of  the  clock. 
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Thursday,  20th  June  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT 


Mr.  Ains worth. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


Sir  H.  StaH'ord  Northcote. 
Mr.  D.  Plunket. 
Mr.  Briggs  Priestley. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET  in  the  Chair. 


liord  Robert  Cecil.]  Before  I  call  Mr.  Beach- 
croft,  I  should  like,  sir,  to  say  this.  In  the 
ordinary  course,  Middlesex  would  desire,  of 
course,  to  put  into  the  chair  the  Chairman  of  the 
Middlesex  County  Council.  It  is  in  this  respect 
unfortunate  that  our  Chairman  is  Mr.  Littler, 
a  very  able  Chairman  in  all  other  respects,  but 
he  is  engaged  in  these  Bills,  and  unless  the  Com- 
mittee desire  to  see  him,  although  he  is  undoubtedly 
the  best  acquainted  of  anybody  in  the  Council 
on  this  question,  he  does  not  feel  he  ought  to 
offer  himself. 

Chairman.]  Whom  have  you  to  substitute  for 
him  as  a  witness  if  he  does  not  come  ? 

T^ord  Robert  Cecil.]   The  best  substitute,  I 


think,  would  be  Mr.  Bigwood,  who  is  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Parliamentary  Committee. 

Chairman.]  I  daresay  Mr.  Bigwood  will  be 
able  to  give  us  the  evidence  you  wish  to  place 
before  us.  Of  course  we  should  all  be  very 
unwilling  to  put  my  learned  friend  Mr.  Littler 
to  any  inconvenience,  and  if  you  find  you  can  noake 
what  case  you  desire  to  make  by  the  mouth  of 
Mr.  Bigwood,  perhaps  you  will  not  have  to  call 
Mr.  Littler. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil]  Quite  so,  sir.  It  is  the 
kind  of  observation  that  might  be  made  which 
prompts  him.  Before  I  call  any  one  representing 
the  Middlesex  County  Council,  I  should  propose 
to  put  Mr.  Beachcroft  into  the  chair,  if  he  is  here. 


Mr.  Richard  Melvill  Beachcroft,  sworn  ;  and  Examined,  as  follows  : 


Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3412.  I  believe  you  attend  here  on  a  Speaker's 
Order,  and  you  are  in  no  respects  a  Middlesex 
witness  in  the  sense  of  being  bound  up  with  the 
interests  of  Middlesex,  or  any  thins;  of  the  kind  ? — 
No.  I  am  an  unwilling  witness.  I  come  here 
imder  compulsion,  and  I  am  bound  to  say  I  would 
rather  not  be  here  at  all.  It  is  always  unpleasant 
that  a  member  of  a  body  should  be  called  as  a 
witness  in  connection  with  a  matter  in  which  that 
body  is  concerned. 

3413.  Of  course  that  makes  my  task  to  some 
extent  a  more  difficult  one.  Perhaps  I  had 
better  ask  you  this  :  You  did  write  an  article  in 
a  magazine  in  Februai-y,  the  "National  Review," 
I  think  ? — Yes,  t  did,  last  February. 

3414.  Did  that  article  express  generally  your 
views  on  this  question,  and  on  others  ? — Yes. 

3415.  I  shall  have  to  put  some  questions  to 
you  arising  out  of  that  article  ;  but  before  I 
proceed  to  that  I  should  like  to  ask  yovi  some- 
thi  ng  about  a  very  much  more  recent  matter. 
A  meeting  of  the  London  County  Council  was 
held  last  Tuesday,  I  believe? — Yes;  the  usual 
weekly  meeting. 

3416.  At  that  meeting  did  a  debate  take  place 
with  reference  to  Clause  6  ? — A  report  was 
brought  up  from  the  Parliamentary  Committee. 

3417.  Could  you  tell  me  at  all  what  the  nature 
of  that  report  was  ? — I  think  I  have  in  my  bag 
the  report  itself  :  it  had  reference  to  Clause  6. 

3418.  Can  you  state  to  the  Committee  what 
the  terms  of  that  report  were  ? — Yes ;  I  have  it 
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here.  The  Parliamentary  Committee  brought 
up  this  recommendation.  After  quoting  the 
Chairman's  decision  of  the  12th  June,  the 
recommendation  brought  up  was  :  ■'  That  we  be 
authorised  to  draft  an  alternative  clause  in  sub- 
stantial agreement  with  Clause  6,  but  following, 
so  far  as  may  be  possible  consistently  therewith, 
the  indications  of  the  Chairman  of  the  House  of 
Commons  Committee."  That  was  the  recom- 
mendation the  Parliamentary  Committee  brought 
up  last  Tuesday. 

3419.  Did  a  debate  take  place  upon  that 
recommendation  ;  you  are  a  member  of  the  Par- 
liamentary Committee,  I  think  ? — I  am  a  member 
of  the  Parliamentary  Committee. 

3420.  Did  a  debate  take  place  in  consequence 
of  that  recommendation ;  I  think,  on  the  motion 
that  the  recommendation  be  adopted  ? — The 
real  facts  were,  that  I,  being  a  member  of  the 
Parliamentary  Committee,  rose  in  my  place,  and 
dissociated  myself  from  this  particular  re- 
commendation. I  was  followed,  I  think,  by 
Sir  John  Lubbock  and  by  Mr.  Cohen,  if  my 
memory  serves  me  rightly ;  and  subsequently 
the  Vice-Chairman  of  the  Covuicil,  Mr.  Benn, 
moved  that  all  words  after  the  word  "  clause  " 
in  the  first  line  be  left  out,  that  is  to  say,  that 
the  clause  should  run, "  that  we  be  authorised  to 
draft  an  alternative  clause,"  leaving  out  all 
words  after  that.  That  was  seconded  and 
carried.  Subsequently  Mr.  Evelyn  moved,  and 
I  seconded,  an  amendment  to  the  effect  that  the 
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Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued. 

clause  should  be  submitted  to  the  Council  for  Its 
consideration.  That  was  carried  by  a  very  large 
majority. 

3421.  Has  the  Parliamentary  Committee 
drafted  that  clause  ? — The  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee sits  this  afternoon  at  5  o'clock,  and,  I 
take  it,  we  shall  meet  then  for  the  purpose  of 
considering  that  clause. 

3422.  When  will  that  clause  be  submitted  to 
the  Council  for  ratification  ? — That  I  cannot 
say ;  it  dej)ends,  of  course,  entirely  on  what 
conclusion  the  Committee  may  come  to  this 
afternoon. 

3423.  And  the  next  meeting  of  the  Council  is 
when? — Next  Tuesday. 

3424.  In  the  course  of  that  debate,  did  Mr. 
Stuart  make  some  observations ;  who  is  Mr. 
Stuart,  by  the  way? — He  is  one  of  the  elected 
members  of  the  Council. 

Mr.  Balfour  lirowne.~\  This  is  all  very  in- 
teresting, but  I  do  not  see  how  it  bears  on  what 
we  have  to  do. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil-I  We  shall  see.  We  are 
anxious  to  see  what  the  Council  intend. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  I  am  here  representing 
the  Council,  Mr.  Beachcroft  is  not,  with  great 
respect  to  Mr,  Beachcroft. 

Chairman.^  We  have  had  a  good  deal  of 
evidence  already  as  to  the  proceedings  of  the 
County  Coimcil  in  this  matter,  and  I  think  there 
is  no  objection  to  hearing  what  Mr.  Beachcroft 
rsays. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne J\  None  at  all. 

Mr.  Po-pe.1  1  think  I  ought  to  say  that  the 
opponents  have  been  made  aware  of  what  took 
place  on  Tuesday,  and  they  attach  so  much 
importance  to  it,  that  when  it  is  placed  before 
the  Committee  in  a  i-egular  form  through  Mr, 
Beachcroft,  1  shall  ask  you  to  consider  the 
position  of  the  opponents,  and  what  should  be 
done  in  consequence  of  it. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3425.  (To  the  Witness?)  I  was  asking  you 
whether  Mr,  Stuart  did  not,  in  fact,  convey 
feometliing  to  the  Council.  Mr.  Stuart  is  a 
member  of  the  majority  of  the  Council,  is  he 
not  ? — Yes. 

3426.  And  a  very  influential  member  ? — Yes  ; 
and  very  representative. 

3427.  Is  this  a  fair  report  of  the  substance  of 
what  Mr.  Stuart  said.  Did  he  say  that  the  aim 
of  the  majority  of  the  Council  was  to  knock 
down  the  value  of  the  water  companies'  under- 
taking to  a  figure  which  will  make  their 
acquisition  probable,  and  did  he  wind  xip  the 
debate  by  stating,  in  efl^ect,  that  unless  the  Bills 
contained  such  instructions  to  the  arbitrators 
who  were  to  settle  the  price  ;is  will  insure  this  end, 
he  should  unhesitatingly  recommend  their  with- 
drawal ? — No  ;  he  made  no  such  observation  on 
Tuesday  last,  but  I  do  recollect  that  earlier  in 
the  year  observations  were  made  by  Mr,  Stuart 
somewhat  to  that  effect,  but  I  do  not  remember 
those  remarks  last  Tuesday.     I  think  that  miist 
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have  been  some  time  in  the  earlier  part  of  the 
year, 

3428.  Then,  as  I  understand  it,  the  Coimcil 
are  at  present  considering  what  proposal  they 
shall  make  to  take  the  place  of  Clause  6  ? — 
That  is  so.  Clause  6,  of  course,  being  a  vital 
clause, 

3429.  Would  you  mind  glancing  at  this 
document  {handing  a  document  to  the  Witness). 
Will  you  refer  to  page  11  ? — Yes,  I  have  it 
here, 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  Would  you  mind  telling 
us  what  it  is. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.']  It  is  a  verbatim  report  of 
what  took  place  at  the  County  Council. 

Chairman. 

3430.  On  what  day?— On  the  18th  June, 

Lord  Robe7't  Cecil. 

3431.  I  am  going  to  ask  Mr,  Beachcroft 
whether  it  is  substantially  accvu-ate.  I  am 
informed  it  is  a  verbatim  report.  (To  the 
Witness.)  It  is  rather  too  much  to  ask  you 
whether  that  is  all  accurate  ? — No,  I  cannot 
say  that. 

Chairma7i. 

3432.  Who  does  it  purport  to  be  published 
by  ? — Hollams  Sons,  Coward  and  Hawkesley,  of 
Mincing-lane. 

Mr,  Balfour  Browne.]  The  solicitors  to  one  of 
the  Water  Companiee. 

Witness.]  I  know  nothing  about  the  docu- 
ment. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3433.  I  understand  this  was  a  shorthand 
report,  taken  by  the  solicitors  to  the  Water 
Companies  on  their  behalf.  (To  the  Witness.) 
Are  you  able,  glancing  at  it,  to  say  it  appears 
to  be  a  verbatim  report  ? — It  supports  exactly 
what  I  stated  to  the  Committee  just  now;  and 
on  the  division  I  see  there  was  a  majority  of 
30  in  favour  of  all  the  words  after  the  word 

clause  "  being  omitted. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

3434.  What  page  are  you  alluding  to  ? — 
At  that  moment  I  was  alluding  to  page  2-1, 

3435.  For  the  amendment,  40  ;  against,  10  ? 
— Yes. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3436.  The  Moderate  Members  did  not  vote 
against  the  proposal,  is  that  it? — Apparently 
not, 

3437.  Of  course.  I  do  not  know  what 
difference  these  proceedings  in  the  Council  may 
make,  but  I  shall  proceed  with  Mr.  Beachcroft's 
examination,  subject  to  anything  that  may  be 
submitted  to  this  Committee.  (To  the  Witness.) 
You  wrote  an  article,  as  I  was  saying,  in  the 
February  number  of  the  "  National  Review." 
Is  it  your  view  that  the  London  County  Council 
are  a  body  who  are  able  to  undertake  the 
enormous  additional  work  which  the  management 
of  these  water  imdertakings  would  mean  to  their 
present  labour? — In  my  own  opinion,  as  at 
present  constituted,  the  Council  is  not  able  to 
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undertake  any  I'urtlier  duties,  and  certainly  nut 
the  very  large  duties  involved  in  the  manage- 
ment  of    tlie    business   of    the    eight  Water 
Companies. 

3438.  Yon  say  that  you  do  not  think  they  are 
a  bodv  which  are  able  to  undertake  this  work  ; 
have  they,  in  fact,  a  very  large  amount  of  work 
on  their  hands  ? — They  are  absolutely  over- 
worked. 

3439.  Can  you  give  any  details  to  the 
Committee  showing  the  kind  of  Avork  which  the 
Covinty  Council  have  at  present  to  do  i* — I  shall 
have  to  occupy  the  time  of  the  Committee  a  few 
minutes  in  order  to  ansAver  that  question ;  it  is 
a  large  question.  I  might  say,  generally,  that 
we  took  over  from  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works  the  main  drainage,  the  fire  brij>ade, 
parks  and  open  spaces,  bridges,  floods,  street  im- 
provements, enforcement  of  the  Building  Acts, 
regulation  of  theatres,  as  far  as  construction  is 
concerned,  the  artizans'  dwellings,  clearance  of 
areas,  prevention  of  cattle  disease,  regulation  of 
oflfensive  businesses,  and  dairies,  and  that  sort  of 
thing,  and  loans  to  local  authorities.  I  think 
that  represents  the  major  part  of  the  work  we 
took  over  from  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 
Works.  Then  the  Local  Government  Act,  1888, 
transferred  to  the  London  County  Council 
various  powers  hitherto  exercised  by  the  justices 
at  quarter  sessions,  such  as  the  licensing  of 
theatres  and  music  halls,  the  licensing  of 
slaughter-iiouses,  the'  management  and  proper 
provision  of  pauper  lunatic  asylums,  reformatory 
and  industrial  schools,  the  administration  of  the 
Weights  and  Measures  Acts,  and  county  bridges, 
and  since  1888  practically  each  year  has  added 
somewhat,  in  fact,  very  greatly  to  the  duties  of 
the  council.  In  1890  the  Housing  of  the  Work- 
ing Classes  Act  was  passed,  which  practically 
made  the  London  County  Council  the  super- 
visory authoritj',  and  vested  in  them  very  large 
additional  powers  with  regard  to  clearance  of 
small  insanitary  areas.  In  the  following  year, 
1891,  came  the  Public  Health  Act,  and  the 
Public  Health  Act  really  made  the  County 
Council  the  central  health  authority  for  London; 
under  that  Act  we  really  have  power  to  super- 
sede all  the  local  authorities  in  London,  in  case 
they  are  in  default.  The  result  of  that  Act 
has  been  that  Ave  have  established  a  separate 
Health  Department. 

Chairman. 

3440.  Will  you  explain  AA'hat  you  mean  by 
your  "powers  of  superseding''? — We  have 
power  to  supersede  the  local  authorities  of  Lon- 
don (the  39  district  boards)  in  case  they  are  in 
default  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 
Health  Act.  Then,  in  the  year  1893,  Ave  imder- 
took  the  jjrovision  of  technical  education  for 
London,  under  the  Technical  Instruction  Act  of 
1889,  involving  the  appointment  of  a  composite 
body  for  the  purpose  of  administering  technical 
education,  and  spending  an  income  of  something 
like  87,000/.  a  year,  which  is  the  amount  Ave 
estimate  to  spend  this  year,  and  in  1894  (last 
year)  Ave  took  over  from  the  police  the  administra- 
tion and  management  of  the  common  lodging- 
houses  of  London,  numbering  670,  and  accom- 
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modating,  if  my  memory  serves  me,  some  28,000 
people. 

3441.  Was  it  under  an  Act  of  Parliament  you 
took  it  over? — No,  we  took  it  over  under  an 
order  under  the  Local  Grovernment  Act,  1888. 

3442.  Was  that  a  compulsory  power  under  the 
Local  Government  Act  ? — No ;  the  London 
Coimty  Council  made  an  application  both  to  Mr. 
Matthews,  the  late  Home  Secretary,  and  the 
present  Home  Secretary,  urging  that  those 
duties  shoidd  be  transferred  to  the  London 
County  Covmcil,  and  under  Section  10,  I  think, 
of  the  Local  Government  Act,  1888,  there  is 
power  to  transfer  those  duties  to  the  London 
County  Council. 

3443.  It  Avas  optional  with  the  County  Council 
Avhether  they  appplied  for  the  transfer  or  not  ? — 
Yes,  it  was  optional  ;  they  asked  for  it.  Then  I 
might  say,  as  regards  the  work,  perhaps  it  is 
common  knowledge  that  the  Avork  of  the  County 
Council  is  enormous.  Take  the  case  of  the  parks 
and  open  spaces  ;  Ave  have  14  parks  and  64  open 
spaces,  and  the  maintenance  of  our  open  spaces 
and  parks  costs  something  like  100,000/.  a  year. 
Then,  in  the  fire  brigade,  Ave  employ  846  officers 
and  servants,  and  it  costs  London  143,000/.  a 
year.  The  main  drainage  means  a  vast  multi- 
tude of  servants  and  officers,  and  costs  220,000/. 
odd  a  year.  Really,  I  think  I  am  right  in  say- 
ing that  the  staff  and  servants  employed  under 
the  London  County  Council  number  little,  if 
anything,  less  than  6,700,  and  we  pay  in  salaries 
and  wages  no  less  than  some  460,000/.  a  year. 

Mr.  Briggs  Priestley. 

3444.  Was  the  taking  over  of  the  technical 
education  optioaal  ? — The  Technical  Instruction 
Act  of  1889  gave  power  to  the  local  authorities 
to  expend  a  rate  to  the  extent  (jf  Id.  in  the 
pound  on  technical  instruction,  and  subsequently 
there  was  an  allocation  of  the  beer  and  spirit 
duties  to  the  County  Council,  and  a  sum  of 
170,000/.  a  year  was  made  over  to  the  London 
County  Council,  with  liberty  to  spend  it  on 
technical  education,  and  hitherto  the  council 
have  determined  to  spend,  I  may  say,  half  that 
amount,  in  round  figures,  on  technical  educa- 
tion. 

Chairman, 

3445.  Bvit  the  question  of  the  honourable 
Member  was,  I  think,  Avhether  it  was  optional  on 
the  part  of  the  London  County  Council  ? — It 
was  optional. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3446.  You  did  mention,  I  think,  the  Building 
Act  of  last  year,  which  is  an  important  com- 
mittee y — Yes,  that  is  a  very  important  com- 
mittee. 

3447.  That  is  a  committee  Avhich  occupies  a 
vast  amount  of  time  ? — It  is  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant committees  of  the  council,  dealing  Avith 
a  lot  of  detail  work.  Of  course,  as  you  are 
aware,  the  council  obtained  a  consolidation  of  the 
building  laAvs  last  Session  Avith  certain  consider- 
able amendments. 

3448.  Can  you  tell  me  how  many  committees 
there  are  of  the  London  County  Council? — Yes, 
I  can.    There  are  22  standing  committees  ;  there 
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are  seven  special  committees,  and  there  are  61 
sub-committees  ;  there  are  just  double  the  num- 
ber of  sub-committees  now  to  what  there  were  in 
1890. 

3449.  Are  you  a  member  of  a  great  number  of 
those  ? — I  am  a  member  of  five  committees. 

3450.  I  forget,  for  the  moment,  what  the  num- 
ber of  the  council  is.  How  many  members  are 
there? — One  hundred  and  thirty-seven. 

3451.  An  J  I  sujjpose  some  of  those  members 
are  more  energetic  than  others  ? — Undoubtedly. 

3452.  And  I  imagine  that  on  the  most 
energetic  the  greater  part  of  the  work  falls  ? — 
Unfortunately  that  is  the  case.  Like  Mr. 
McDougall,  who  attended  last  year  453  meet- 
ings. 

3453.  The  point  of  my  question,  of  course,  is 
that  the  number  of  people  to  discharge  this  vast 
quantity  of  work  is  not  very  large  ? — I  think 
not ;  my  own  average  attendances  for  six  years 
have  been  250,  and  I  have  other  work  to  attend 
to,  and  find  it  very  diflficult. 

3454.  And  that  is  the  case  with  a  great  many 
members  of  the  council,  is  it  not? — By  far  the 
larger  number. 

3455.  Of  course  they  are  not  able  to  give  the 
whole  of  their  time  to  the  council,  to  the 
absolute  desiruction  of  their  private  work? — 
Scarcely. 

3456.  I  think  you  did  mention  the  number  of 
people  at  present  employed  by  the  County 
Council  ? — \  es,  I  estimate  it  at  6,700. 

3457.  There  is  a  proposal,  which  has  been 
made  more  than  once,  that  the  council  shoidd 
take  over  the  tramways,  is  there  not? — They 
have  power  to  do  so,  and  they  have  already  given 
notice  to  several  of  the  companies  to  acquire  part 
of  their  undertakings. 

3458.  I  suppose,  if  they  did  do  so,  even  though 
they  have  not  power  to  work  them,  it  must  add 
considerably  to  their  labours  ? — It  must  do  so 
enormously,  and  to  the  number  of  people  whom 
they  must  employ. 

3459.  The  council  hold  office  for  three  years, 
do  they  not  ? — Yes. 

3460.  Of  course,  an  old  member  of  the  council 
is  naturally  more  familiar  and  more  able  to  tran- 
sact the  multifarious  business  of  the  council  than 
one  who  comes  in  for  the  first  time  ?— Yes,  that 
follows. 

3461.  And  if  there  is  any  considerable  change 
in  the  personnel  of  the  council,  of  course  that  im- 
pedes the  work  of  the  council  a  great  deal  ? — It 
makes  it  more  difficult. 

3462.  Have  you  considered  this  water  ques- 
tion specially  ? — I  am  no  expert.  I  have  only 
treated  it  as  one  of  the  various  businesses  which 
we  have  to  consider,  and  I  have  given  it  my  best 
attention  as  far  as  I  could. 

Chairman. 

3463.  Is  Mr.  Beachcroft  on  the  Water  Com- 
mittee himself  ? — No,  I  am  on  the  Parliamentary 
Committee.  I  v\as  not  on  the  Parliamentary 
Committee  last  year.  I  came  on  the  Parlia- 
mentary Committee  this  year,  and  I  am  also  now 
on  the  sub-committee  of  the  Parliamentary 
Committee,  which,  practically  speaking,  has  the 
conduct  of  these  Bills. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3464.  A  very  important  matter  to  us  outside 
authorities  is,  how  far  this  is  likely  to  be  a  pro- 
fitable undertaking  in  the  hands  of  the  County 
Coimcil.  Have  you  made  calculations  (I  see 
that  there  are  some  referred  to  here)  with  the  view 
of  showing  what  w^ould  be  the  net  profits  avail- 
able for  dividends  ? — I  do  not  know  what  you 
are  referring  to. 

3465.  I  was  referring  to  your  article  in  the 
"  National  Review  "  ? — I  should  like  to  have  it 
before  me. 

3466.  As  I  imderstand,  what  you  put  forward 
there  is  this,  that  after  making  proper  provision 
for  the  repayment  of  the  capital  which  will 
necessarily  have  to  be  raised  in  order  to  buy  the 
water  companies,  in  all  probability  there  will  be 
a  very  considerable  loss,  or  very  little  profit? — 
Yes,  I  see  ;  I  took  the  line  that  the  sinking  fund 
would  involve  an  extra  expenditure  of  something 
like  2\d.  in  the  pound,  that  the  additional  supply 
from  a  distant  source,  which  is  what  the  council 
is  really  committed  to,  v\ould  practically  add 
another  fourpenny  rate,  and  that  the  levelling 
down  of  the  rates  now  charged  by  the  eight 
comj'anies  would  reduce  the  revenue  by  about 
250,000/.,  involving  an  addition  of  Ifc?,  to  the 
rates,  and  I  added,  "  It  is  not  too  gloomy  a  view 
to  take  that  the  water  question  alone,  if  the  pre- 
sent policy  prevails,  may  mean  a  levy  on  the 
ratepayer  of  the  day  of  %d.  per  pound." 

Chairman. 

3467.  You  said  that  the  obtaining  water  from 
a  distant  source  of  supply  is  the  policy  to  which 
the  council  is  already  jJi'actically  committed  ? — 
I  will  explain  what  I  meant  by  that.  On  the 
5th  of  last  February  the  water  committee  of 
the  council  broiight  up  a  report  to  the  council, 
and  they  suggested  the  following  resolutions, 
which  were  adopted  by  the  coimcil.  The  first 
was,  "  That  the  council  is  of  opinion  that  the 
scheme  for  a  system  of  storage  reservoirs  pre- 
sented to  the  Royal  Commission  on  Water  Supply 
by  the  water  companies,  coupled  with  the  pro- 
posal to  abstract  large  additional  quantities  of 
water  from  the  rivers,  is  not  the  proper  method 
of  meeting  the  future  wants  of  London  ;  2. 
That  any  further  capital  expenditure  on  works 
in  the  Thames  and  Lea  Valleys  for  the  supply 
of  London  should  be  regarded  as  of  a  temporary 
character,  and  should  be  restricted  to  such  im- 
provements as  may  be  for  the  time  indis- 
pensable ;  3.  That  the  true  solution  of  the 
problem  is  the  obtaining  of  the  necessary  addi- 
tional supplies  from  a  purer  source,  and  that 
accordingly  the  water  committee  be  instructed 
to  proceed  with  the  preparation  of  a  scheme  to 
be  presented  for  the  consideration  of  the  council 
as  soon  as  possible,  Avith  a  view  lo  an  application 
to  Parliament  for  necessary  powers."  I  myself 
moved  iin  amendment  to  that,  which  was  rejected, 
and  that  was  adopted  by  the  council. 

3468.  What  was  the  amendment  ?  —  The 
amendment  was :  "  That  in  view  of  the  facts 
disclosed  by  the  report  of  the  water  committee, 
which  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  acquisition 
by  the  council  of  the  water  companies'  under- 
takings, together  with  the  promotion  of  an 
additional  supply,  may  involve  the  council  in  an 
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Chairman — continued, 
outlay  of  over  50,000,000/.,  it  is  essential  before 
the  Council  is  asked  to  commit  itself  further, 
that  the  financial  aspect  of  the  whole  question 
should  be  considered,  and  accordingly  that  it  be 
an  instruction  to  the  finance  committee  to 
report  on  the  estimated  effect  of  the  acquisition 
of  the  undertakings  of  the  water  companies  on 
the  county  rate,  having  regard  to  the  recent 
report  of  the  chief  engineer,  and  to  the  terms  of 
the  scheme  for  the  creation  of  new  stock 
approved  by  the  Council  on  the  recommendation 
of  the  finance  committee  in  Jvdy  last."  That 
amendment  was  lost;  19  voted  for  it,  and  62 
against.  In  substance,  Sir  John  Lubbock 
repeated  a  very  similar  amendment  at  a  later 
stage  on  the  new  Council  corning  into  existence. 
These  resolutions  I  have  read  were  passed  before 
the  new  Council  came  into  existence.  In  effect, 
the  Council  have,  as  I  take  it,  repudiated  the 
conclusions  arrived  at  by  the  Royal  Commission 
in  the  Report,  and  have  resolved  that  a  new 
supply  from  some  other  source  is  absolutely 
necessary. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 
3469.  I  do   not  know  that   you  have  any 
figures,  but,  of  course,  that  would  be  an  enor- 
mously costly  business  wherever  you  went  ? — 
Enormous. 

*'  3470.  Do  you  know  at  all  whether  any  kind 
of  estimate  has  been  made  by  the  water  com- 
mittee of  what  kind  of  cost  they  would  incur  in 
getting  a  new  supply  ?  —  There  has  been  a  report 
of  a  private  character  by  the  chief  engineer, 
but  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  mention  the  figure. 

Chairman?^  Quite  so. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3471.  There  has  been  a  report,  but  you  are 
not  at  liberty  to  mention  it  ? — I  am  not. 

3472.  I  did  not  know  it  was  private,  or  I 
would  not  have  asked  the  question.  There  are 
one  or  tAvo  further  questions  I  should  like  to  ask 
jou.  Do  you  think  that  a  committee  of  the 
Council  could  exercise,  with  their  knowledge  and 
with  the  incidence  of  their  tenure  of  their  seats 
in  the  Council,  any  effective  control  over  an 
undertaking  such  as  the  undertakings  of  the 
water  companies  ? — Of  course,  it  could  be  done 
through  a  large  body  of  officials,  but  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Council  individually,  I  venture  to 
say,  are  too  fully  occupied  to  undertake  that 
work  themselves. 

3473.  What  do  you  imagine  would  be  the 
result,  and  who  would  in  fact  exercise  any  con- 
trol which  was  exercised  ? — I  think  the  officials 
of  the  Council  must  do  so. 

3474.  I  think  the  only  other  question  I  have 
to  ask  you  is  a  question  I  put  to  Sir  John  Lub- 
bock, and  it  is  this  :  Has  the  acquisition  of  these 
water  companies  ever  been  sanctioned  by  the 
Council  upon  open  arbitration  terms  ? — No,  quite 
the  reverse.  As  far  as  I  have  understood  the 
policy  of  the  Council,  it  has  been  that  they  will 
not  purchase  on  what  is  known  as  an  open  arbi- 
tration, but  will  only  purchase  on  terms  which 
will  secure  that  these  various  points  such  as 
future  supply,  additional  10  per  cent.,  and  so 
forth,  are  taken  into  consideration  by  the  arbi- 
trator. 
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3475.  Did  anything  that  passed  on  Tuesday 
last  induce  you  to  suppose  that  the  majority  of 
the  Council  had  altered  their  opinion  upon  that  ? 
— I  do  not  think  that  is  quite  a  fair  question. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

3476.  Then,  I  understand  that  you  think  all 
the  matters  that  have  been  referred  to  ought  to 
be  considered  on  the  arbitration? — From  the 
ratepayers'  point  of  view,  not  from  the  point  of 
view  of  justice. 

3477.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  are  here 
for  the  ratepayers  or  justice  just  now,  but  we 
will  take  it  from  the  ratepayers'  point  of  view, 
because  you  are  here  really  as  a  member  of  the 
County  Council? — Yes,  but  I  represent  the  rate- 
payers too. 

3478.  Do  you  think,  for  instance,  that  one  of 
the  matters  which  this  Committee  has  thought 
fair  should  be  considered  on  the  arbitration, 
namely,  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission, 
ought  to  be  considered  either  from  the  ratepayers' 
point  of  view  or  from  the  point  of  view  of 
justice  ?— Under  an  open  arbitration  I  take  it 
that  the  arbitrator  would  take  into  consideration 
all  the  circumstances  which  tend  either  to 
diminution  or  addition. 

3479.  That  is  your  idea,  that  under  an  open 
arbitration  the  arbitrator  would  take  in  all  those 
things  ? — Clearly. 

3480.  Therefore,  I  sujjpose  that  under  what 
you  understand  by  an  open  arbitration  (we  differ 
to  some  extent  as  to  what  it  means)  he  would  be 
entitled  to  consider  all  circumstances  affecting 
the  Bill,  past,  present,  and  future  ? — Into  his 
consideration,  yes. 

3481.  That  is  all  I  am  suggesting  to  you. 
Would  you  like  him  to  consider  amongst  those 
past,  present,  and  future  things,  the  possibility  of 
future  legislation, — "to  consider"  I  say,  laying 
emphasis  on  the  word  as  you  did? — It  would  be 
open  to  him  to  do  so,  of  course. 

3482.  Then  I  do  not  think  I  need  dwell  longer 
on  that.  1  think  you  must  have  a  poor  opinion 
of  the  London  County  Council  ? — No  ;  I  think 
it  is  the  finest  body  of  amateurs  I  know. 

3483.  Would  you  mind  telling  me  what  you 
mean  by  a  professional  in  municipal  government 
as  compared  with  an  amateur.  Is  there  any- 
thing in  this  country  except  amateur  county 
councillors  and  municipal  authorities,  is  there 
anything  else? — There  are  persons  who  are 
trained  to  particular  kinds  of  business. 

3484.  I  did  not  know  that  as  yet  we  had  a 
college  for  training  municipal  councillors  ? — 
Neither  did  I  say  there  was. 

3485.  As  I  understand,  looking  at  and  com- 
paring this  municipal  body  with  all  the  municipal 
bodies  in  this  country,  you  think  it  is  the  finest 
you  know  ? — Yes  ;  I  am  quite  prepared  to  say 
it  is. 

3486.  Under  these  circumstances  I  do  not 
suppose  you  would  hesitate  to  say  that  if  they 
had  a  large  body  of  officials  managing  the  water 
undertaking,  that  they  would  be  quite  capable 
of  controlling  those  officials  ? — I  think  it  would 
be  a  very  dangerous  expei'iment,  looking  at  the 
enormous  size  of  these  undertakings. 

K  K  2  I-  3487.  You 
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3487.  Yon  said  you  thought  it  would  be  a 
dangerous  experiment ;  do  you  know  the  per- 
sonnel of  the  Boards  which  manage  the  water 
ccmpanies  ? — No ;  I  have  nothing  whatever  to 
do  with  the  \\  ater  companies  ;  I  am  not  a  share- 
holder and  I  am  not  a  director,  thank  good- 
ness. 

3488.  Do  you  really  think  the  directors  of  the 
water  companies  would  be  able  to  control  their 
officials,  and  that  the  London  County  Council 
could  not  ? —  The  directors  of  the  water  com- 
panies, so  far  as  1  knoAv  from  reputation,  are 
gentlemen  who  have  some  special  knowledge 
with  regard  to  water  matters. 

3489.  Are  you  quite  sure  of  that;  do  you  know 
the  personnel  ? — No,  I  do  not 

3490.  Then  I  pass  from  that.  I  understand 
the  article  my  learned  friend  was  referring  to,  in 
the  "  National  Review  "  I  think  it  was,  expresses 
your  own  individual  view,  that  taking  over  this 
matter  and  bringing  a  supply  of  water  from 
Wales,  would  land  the  Council  in  a  loss  ? — That 
is  my  personal  view. 

3491.  First  of  all,  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  con- 
clusion as  to  whether  it  would  l)e  a  loss  or  not, 
you  must  have  made  up  your  mind  upon  two 
matters,  I  think  ;  first,  the  price  that  would  have 
to  be  paid  for  the  water  companies  ;  would  you 
not  have  to  do  that? — Yes,  no  doubt  I  did;  I 
took  it  at  33|  millions.  That  happened  to  be 
the  price  quoted  in  a  financial  paper  as  the 
stock  n.arket  value  of  the  undertakings  prior  to 
the  issue  of  the  Royal  Commission's  Report. 
That  was  the  reason  I  took  that  figure. 

3492.  What  we  called  at  an  earlier  stage  of 
this  inquiry,  the  repute  value  ? — Yes ;  Mr. 
Fletcher  Moulton  used  that  term. 

3493.  You  must  also  have  made  up  your  mind 
as  to  the  sinking  fund  ? — Yes,  I  take  it  at  60 
years,  which  is  in  accordance  with  the  Standing 
Order  173  a. 

3494.  Do  1  understand,  I  thought  my  learned 
friend  referred  to  a  figure  of  something  like 
50,000,000/.,  that  that  was  your  idea  of  what  it 
would  cost  to  bring  water  from  Wales? — No,  I 
took  it  at  from  l.'),000,000/.  to  20,000,000/.,  and 
I  did  that  because  the  engineer  of  the  Council, 
Mr.  Binnie,  estimated  that  as  the  probable 
capital  cost  of  constructing  a  satisfactory  storage 
system. 

3495.  A  satisfactory  storage  system  on  the 
lines  of  the  Royal  Commission  Report  ? — I  can- 
not say  whether  it  was  on  the  lines  of  the  Royal 
Commission  Report. 

3496.  These  being  your  individual  views,  that 
we  ought  not  to  take  over  the  water  companies 
because  it  would  land  us  into  loss,  have  you  ever 
brought  those  views  before  the  County  Council 
of  London  ? — Repeatedly. 

3497.  Did  you  ever  move  that  these  views 
should  be  given  effect  to  ? — I  have  repeatedly 
addressed  the  Council  on  the  subject. 

3498.  But  you  have  never  made  one  motion 
on  the  subject,  have  you  ? — Yes,  I  have  moved 
that  the  Bills  should  not  be  proceeded  with. 

3499.  Only  that  the  matter  should  be  post- 
poned pending  further  inquiry,  nothing  more 
than  that  ? — I  think  I  have  gone  further  than 
that,  but  if  you  will  allow  me  to  look  
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3500.  I  think  I  followed  what  you  read  cor- 
rectly just  now? — On  the  3rd  July  1894,  wben 
the  council  was  asked  to  approve  of  the  iirinciple 
of  eight  Bills,  I  moved  an  amendment :  "  That 
the  method  of  settling  the  purchase  money 
should  first  be  considered,"  and  that  was  de- 
feated. 

3501.  But  that  was  not  against  the  purchase, 
was  it  ? — No.  I  am  not  in  the  least  bit  against 
the  water  companies  being  expropriated. 

3502.  You  are  not  against  it? — Certainly 
not. 

3503.  You  are  in  favour  of  the  expropriation 
of  the  water  companies  ?— I  think  water  is  not 
the  proper  subject  of  free  trade,  and  I 
think  that  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
Council. 

3504.  I  think  you  will  be  entirely  with  me 
when  I  suggest  that  you  are  also  in  favour  of 
them  being  expropriated  on  what  is  fair  and 
reasonable  terms,  will  you  not? — Certainly. 

3505.  There  is  one  matter  you  have  raised  as 
to  the  time  which  the  County  Council  has  to 
devote  to  this  matter.  I  see  you  are  very 
familiar  with  the  government  of  London.  Have 
you  looked  into  the  government  of  any  of  the 
large  provincial  towns  ? — No  ;  I  have  had  quite 
enough  to  do  with  regard  to  London. 

3506.  Therefore  your  praise  of  the  London 
County  Council  as  the  finest  body  of  amateurs 
was  given  in  entire  ignorance  of  other  councils  ? 
—  Perhaps  it  may  have  been  a  hasty  expres- 
sion. 

3507.  Are  there  not  very  lai-ge  communities 
in  this  country,  like  Glasgow,  Manchester,  and 
Liverpool,  which  perform  all  the  functions  that 
the  London  County  Council  does  for  London, 
and  a  great  many  more  besides  ?  — Representing 
about  a  sixth  of  the  population,  yes. 

3508.  I  daresay,  but  that  I  daresay  could  be 
got  over  by  a  system  of  committees  ? — Yes,  but 
it  is  the  very  magnitude  of  London  which  con- 
stitutes the  difficulty. 

3509.  Do  you  know  that  other  municipalities 
have  charge  of  their  streets,  have  charge  of  their 
police,  have  charge  of  their  gas,  have  charge  of 
their  water,  have  charge  of  their  markets,  and 
that  some  of  them  are  even  working  their  tram- 
ways, like  Glasgow  and  Plymouth ;  are  you 
aware  of  that  ? — Yes  ;  but  as  far  as  my  memory 
serves  me,  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  other 
authority  except  the  London  County  Council, 
which  has  the  power  of  reviewing  the  action  of  the 
local  sanitary  authorities  within  its  area. 

3510.  These  municipalities  have  no  duty  to 
overlook  the  work  of  the  smaller  sanitary 
authorities,  but  they  have  to  discharge  them  all, 
are  you  aware  of  that  ? — I  do  not  think  you  will 
find  it  is  so  in  Manchester. 

3511.  In  what  respect  do  you  say  Manchester 
is  not  in  that  category  ? — There  are  subsidiary 
bodies. 

3512.  What;  vestries? — I  do  not  say  vestries, 
but  there  are  subsidiary  bodies. 

3513.  You  give  us  news  ;  would  you  mind 
telling  us  what  subsidiary  body  there  is  existing 
under  the  Corporation  of  Manchester  ? — The 
tramway  companies.  I  am  not  aware  that 
Manchester  manages  its  own  tramways. 

3514.  I  did 
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3514.  1  did  not  say  Mancheeter,  but  I  gave 
you  the  two  illustrations  in  Glasgow  and  Ply- 
mouth that  are  both  managing  and  working  their 
tramways.  Manchester  has  not  yet  taken  the 
working  of  the  tramways  into  its  hands.  Ai'e 
you  aware  that  Leeds  is  seeking  to  do  so  this 
year  ? — 1  have  already  said  I  know  very  little 
about  other  authorities;  my  knowledge  is  confined 
to  London. 

3515.  With  regard  to  this  matter  of  time  (you 
have  not,  you  say,  inquired  into  those  other 
places),  have  you  yourself  been  instrumental  in 
adding  to  the  duties  of  the  county  council  of 
London  ;  Avere  you  not  one  to  advocate  that 
the  Public  Health  Act,  1891,  should  be  imposed 
on  the  council  ? —  Certainly. 

3516.  Tou  were  ?— Yes. 

3517.  Has  this  question  as  to  whether  the 
county  council  has  time  to  do  this  ever  been 
raised  and  seriously  discussed  in  the  council 
itself  ? — I  have  it  in  my  recollection  that  when 
the  question  of  technical  instruction  came  before 
the  London  County  Council,  as  it  did  in  the  year 
1893,  that  Mr.  Sidney  Webb,  who  was  then  the 
chairman,  and  is  now  the  chairman  of  the 
Technical  Instruction  Board,  brought  up  a 
report  to  the  council  which  contained  this 
paragraph  :  "  After  careful  consideration  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  council  should  appoint  a 
Composite  Committee  and  delegate  its  powers. 
We  are  led  to  this  conclusion  "  (said  Mr.  Webb) 
"  not  only  by  the  importance  of  securing  the  co- 
operation of  the  other  educational  agencies  and 
of  acting  in  close  concert  with  them,  but  also  by 
the  difficulty  of  adding  to  the  already  over- 
crowded agenda  paper  of  the  council." 

3518.  Is  that  the  only  time  that  the  matter 
has  been  discussed  at  all? — I  give  you  one 
illustration. 

3519.  I  want  to  bi'ing  it  from  illustration  to 
this  actual  case.  If  your  view  is  right  that  the 
London  County  Council  have  not  the  time  to 
devote  to  the  management  of  the  water  com- 
panies, do  you  not  think  that  is  a  material  matter 
for  the  council  themselves  to  consider  ? — No 
doubt. 

3520.  Did  you  ever  put  that  before  them; 
from  beginning  to  end  of  this  inquiry  have  you 
ever  raised  the  question  whether  they  had  time  ? 
— The  members  of  the  party  to  which  I  belong, 
known  as  the  Moderate  Party,  have  repeatedly 
urged  that  on  the  council ;  I  can  say  no  more 
than  that. 

3521.  They  have  repeatedly  in  argument;  but 
have  they  ever  had  a  division  about  it  in  the 
council  ? — No,  I  cannot  call  to  memory  any  case 
where  there  has  been  a  motion. 

3522.  Is  it  not  a  curious  thing  that  if  you  are 
overburdened  with  work,  by  the  way  I  see  you 
have  time  to  write  articles  in  the  "  National 
Review  "  ? — On  Sundays. 

3523.  I  do  not  approve  of  that ;  but  is  it  not 
an  odd  thing  if  that  is  the  view  of  a  large  number 
of  people  that  nobody  should  have  raised  this  in 
their  petition  within  London,  and  that  it  has  to 
be  left  to  our  friends  in  Middlesex  and  Hert- 
fordshire to  raise  it? — J  am  not  here  in  the 
interests  of  Middlesex  or  Hertfordshire. 

384. 
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3524.  You  are  here  under  a  Speaker's  order 
got  by  them  ? — That  is  not  my  affair. 

3525.  Is  it  not  odd  if  the  people  of  London 
are  convinced  that  their  representatives  of 
London  cannot  do  the  work  that  tliey  should 
not  have  raised  it  ? 

Mr.  Pojoe.]  How  could  they  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Brovriie. 

3526.  Several  have  petitioned  against  the  Bill. 
(To  the  Witness.)  Do  you  follow  my  question? 
— I  only  consider  myself  as  representing  the 
ratepayers  of  London  on  the  county  council,  and 
I  say  from  my  knowledge  that  I  think  the 
council  is  overburdened  with  work. 

3527.  And  I  think  you  have  made  it  perfectly 
clear  that  the  views  you  have  expi-essed  here,  in 
answer  to  my  learned  friend,  are  your  own 
individual  views.  You  cannot  speak  for  the 
London  County  Council  ? — Certainly  not. 

3528.  In  order  to  press  the  matter  one  step 
further,  will  you  tell  me  why  the  acquisition  of 
the  water  companies  would  impose,  in  your  view, 
any  further  work  on  the  London  County  Council ; 
what  do  you  think  the  work  they  would  hae 
to  do  would  be  ? — I  assume  that  each  of  the 
water  companies  have  at  least  one  meeting  a 
fortnight,  and  probably  one  or  two  sub-com- 
mittee meetings. 

3529.  And  do  you  think  there  would  have  to 
be  eight  meetings  a  fortnight  of  the  county 
council  ? — No,  I  have  not  said  that. 

3530.  Have  you  inquired  how  many  times,  for 
instance,  the  Water  Committee  of  a  place  like 
Birmingham  meets  ? — No,  I  have  not. 

3531.  Are  you  aware  that,  until  the  recent 
Bill,  they  used  to  meet  once  a  month  and 
managed  all  their  business,  but  that  they  have 
recently  met  once  a  fortnight? — Of  course, 
Birmingham  represents  about  an  eighth  in  size  of 
London. 

3532.  I  suppose  the  representation  of  London 
is  proportionately  great,  is  it  not  ?— Experience 
teaches  that  if  you  add  to  the  number  of  repre- 
sentatives on  a  public  body,  you  do  not  get  that 
amount  of  work  which  you  ought  to  get. 

3533.  Admitted,  then,  that  there  would  be  a 
meeting  of  the  Water  Committee  once  a  fortnight, 
is  that  all ;  is  there  anything  else  they  would 
have  to  do? — I  take  it  there  would  be  sub-com- 
mittee work. 

3534.  Do  you  think  that  would  be  serious  ? — 
I  should  think  it  would. 

3535.  Do  you  know  that  there  has  been  a 
Water  Committee  in  London  for  the  last  three 
years  ? — Of  the  London  County  Council  ? 

3536.  Yes?— Yes. 

3537.  In  fact,  I  believe  it  has  been  in  existence 
ever  since  the  council  came  into  working  opera- 
tion. Do  you  know  how  many  members  are  on 
that  committee  ? — Speaking  from  recollection  I 
should  say  15. 

3538.  I  think  you  are  quite  right.  Do  you 
know  how  often  that  has  met  ? — I  am  sorry  to 
say  I  am  not  on  the  committee,  and  I  could  not 
tell  you  how  often. 

3539.  Do  you  know  it  meets  every  week  ? — 
Yes,  I  should  think,  very  probably. 

3540.  Do  you  think  that  committee   of  15 
K  K  3  +•  members, 
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members,  relieved  of  the  duties  of  trying  to  get 
these  companies  expropriated,  which  you  say  is  a 
right  principle,  could  not  do  the  whole  work  of 
the  management  of  the  companies  by  meeting 
once  a  week  ? — If  you  ask  me  for  my  personal 
opinion  I  should  say  it  was  quite  impossible. 

3541.  Is  there  any  other  duty  which  you  think 
would  bear  heavily  on  the  London  County 
Coimcil  in  connection  with  the  expropriation  ? — 
I  think  the  mere  administration  of  a  large  staff 
of  workpeople  in  the  case  of  a  body  like  the 
London  County  Council  would  be  a  very  serious 
addition  to  their  labours. 

3542.  When  you  speak  of  a  large  body  of 
officials,  do  you  mean  collectors  of  rates  ? — I  mean 
workpeople. 

3543.  Workpeople  doing  what  ? — Turncocks, 
and  the  various  persons  employed  by  the  water 
companies.  I  do  not  know  how  many  there  may 
be,  but  it  must  be  a  very  large  number. 

3544.  I  will  pass  from  that,  because  I  think  I 
have  given  you  an  opportunity  of  explaining 
your  vieAv.  If  there  is  to  be  expropriation  of 
the  water  companies,  and  that  you  say  you  are 
entirely  in  favour  of,  because  you  say  water 
should  not  be  a  matter  of  commercial  sale  and 
barter,  what  is  to  happen  :  what  do  you  suggest 
yourself?  —  Personally  I  am  in  favour,  and 
always  have  been,  of  something  in  the  nature  of 
a  water  trust. 

3545.  That  is  your  idea;  that  the  London 
County  Council  should  not  do  it.  Should  the 
London  County  Comicil  be  represented  on  the 
trust  ? — Certainly. 

3546.  Who  else  ? — The  other  bodies  within 
the  water  area. 

3547.  Surrey  is  one  of  them,  I  suppose  ? — 
Certainly. 

3548.  Do  you  know  that  Surrey  does  not  want 
a  trust,  but  wants  to  have  the  control  of  its  own 
water  supply  ? — No  doubt,  and  that  is  exactly 
what  creates  a  difficulty. 

3549.  Do  you  know  that  Kent  is  within  the 
district  ? — Yes. 

3550.  Have  you  heard  that  Kent  does  not 
want  a  trust,  but  wants  to  have  the  control  of  its 
own  supply  ? — Certainly,  and  that  creates  a 
difficulty  again. 

3551.  But  you  do  not  want  to  create  difficulties, 
you  want  to  get  over  them.  If  you  expropriate 
the  uater  companies,  what  is  to  be  done? — I  have 
always  held,  if  the  London  County  Council  would 
face  the  position  of  things  and  make  up  their 
mind  that  they  are  not  to  be  the  sole  authority, 
there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  obtaining  some 
arrangement  by  way  of  trust  representation  of 
the  whole  of  the  water  area. 

Re-examined  by  Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3552.  My  learned  friend  has  asked  you  about 
the  feelings  of  outside  authorities  with  respect 
to  the  water  trust ;  so  far  as  you  know  them, 
is  it  safe  to  say  that  they  w^ould  infinitely  prefer 
a  water  trust  to  being  controlled  by  the  London 
County  Council  ? — I  should  think  so. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne."]  I  have  not  proposed  to 
control  you. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3553.  I  am  entitled  to  ask  the  question.  (To 
the  Witness.)  In  reference  to  the  purchase  of 
the  water  companies,  I  understood  you  (I  do 
not  know  whether  it  is  clearly  before  the  Com- 
mittee) to  suggest  that  one  of  the  reasons  you 
thought  it  very  unadvisable  the  London  County 
Council  should  acquire  the  companies  was  the 
enormous  number  of  employes  that  would  come 
into  the  service  of  the  council  ? — That  is  so. 

3554,  And  that  }-ou  do  regard  as  being  very 
undesirable  ?  

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  I  have  not  asked  one 
question  about  that. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil]  I  am  in  the  hands  of  the 
Committee. 

Chairman.]  I  think  we  understand  the  view 
of  Mr.  Beachcroft. 

Witness.]  Certainly,  it  must  be  so.  I  object, 
as  an  individual,  to  the  London  County  Council 
being  so  large  a  wage  payer. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3555.  I  thought  it  was  quite  clear,  but  I 
was  not  quite  sure  from  the  way  my  learned 
friend  cross-examined,  that  it  was  clear.  (To 
the  Witness.)  As  to  this  question  of  overwork 
you  are  not  alone  in  your  opinion,  are  you, 
that  the  county  council  would  be  very  much 
overworked  if  they  took  over  the  water  com- 
panies ? — No,  I  think  it  is  the  opinion  of  a  great 
many. 

3556.  And  that  that  would  be  a  great  evil  is 
an  opinion  shared  even  by  so  great  an  authority 
as  Lord  Rosebery,  is  it  not  ? — Certainly, 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Did  I  ask  anything 
about  that ;  I  did  not  ask  a  word  about  anybody 
else's  opinion ;  1  asked  this  gentleman's  own 
opinion. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  But  I  am  entitled  to  put 
this. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  There  is  one  rule  in 
evidence ;  that  is,  if  you  want  to  get  Lord 
Rosebery 's  view  you  must  call  him ;  you  cannot 
have  it  second  hand. 

IVitness.]  I  think  Sir  John  Lubbock  men- 
tioned it  yesterday. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]   Then  he  should  not 
have  done  it  more  than  Mr.  Beachcroft. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3557,  (To  the  Witness.)  I  do  not  know  that  I 
need  ask  you  very  much  more,  but  I  have  one  or 
two  questions :  if  the  water  companies  go  for  a 
new  supply,  of  course  they  would  have  to  pay  the 
money  ;  and  if  the  London  County  Council  go 
for  it  the  ratepayers  will  have  to  pay  ?— That  is 
so,  or  if  the  water  companies  have  to  improve 
their  storage  accommodation,  of  course  they  will 
have  to  pay  for  it, 

3558,  I  was  going  to  ask  you  something  about 
expropriation,  but  my  learned  friend  has  made 
it  quite  clear;  is  there  one  great  distinction, 
at  any  rate  within  your  knowledge,  between 
directors  and  the  county  council  as  a  governing 
body,  namely,  that  the  directors  are  a  permanent 
body  and  the  county  council  are  not  ? — And  I 
might  add  one  more :  the  directors  do  receive 
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Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued, 
fees  and  the  London  County  Council  does  not, 
and  I  believe  the  time  is  shortly  coming  when  it 
will  be  very  difficult  to  get  gentlemen  to  give 
their  whole  time  gratuitously. 

3559.  The  tax  is  already  felt  very  severely  ?— 
Yes,  very  severely  indeed. 

Mr.  Pope.']  I  am  instructed  by  the  water  com- 
panies to  call  the  attention  of  the  Committee, 
now  that  the  facts  are  before  the  Committee,  to 
the  position  in  which  they  are  placed  as  oppo- 
nents, and  to  ask  the  Committee,  if  they  can,  to 
assist  them  in  regard  to  the  matter.    It  will  be 
in  your  recollection.  Sir,  that  when  the  Com- 
mittee announced  the  conclusion  at  which,  at  all 
events,  it  had  arrived  for  the  time  being,  with 
regard  to  the  striking  out  of  the  provision  of 
Clause  6,  my  learned  friend  was  asked  to  con- 
sider the  position  and  to  inform  the  Committee 
what  the  effect  of  that  would  be  upon  the  minds 
of  the  promoters  as  to  their  proceeding  with  the 
Bill  at  all,  and  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Balfour 
Browne,  very  fairly,  and,  as  I  thought,  with 
great  propriety,  stated  to  the  Committee  that 
the  Council  would  meet  on  the  following  Tues- 
day (it  was  on  the  Thursday,  I  think,  the  con- 
versation took  place),  and  suggested  that  the  day 
following  that  meeting  would  be  a  proper  day  to 
have  heard  the  determination  of  the  Council 
with  regard  to  that  decision,    'ihe  Committee 
however,  desirous,  if  I  may  say  so,  as  the  water 
companies  are  ('f  not  even  appearing  to  attempt 
to  consume  time  uselessly,  fixed  Tuesday  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  enquiry,  and  we  went  on  on  the 
Tuesday,  the  same  day  that  the  County  Council 
were  to  meet.    Now,  what  is  the  position  which 
the  action  of  the  County  Council  on  Tuesday 
has  placed  the  opponents  in  ?    I  will  not,  at  the 
moment,  read. the  Report  of  the  Parliamentary 
Committee  which  was  the  basis  of  the  discussion, 
because  I  do  not  want  to  occupy  more  time  than 
is  needed.    It  is  open  to  a  good  deal  of  criticism, 
but  time  enough  to  make  that  criticism  hereafter 
if  it  should  be  necessary.    But  the  result  was 
that  the  Parliamentary  Committee  recommended 
to  the  Council  that  they  should  be  authorised  to 
prepare  "  an  alternative  clause"  I  think  is  the 
phrase.    This  was  the  recommendation  of  the 
Parliamentary  Committee  :  "  That  we  be  autho- 
rised to  draft  an  alternative  clause  in  substantial 
agreement  with  Clause  6,  but  following  so  far  as 
may  be  possible  consistently  therewith  the  indi- 
cations of  the  Chairman  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons' Committee."    Not  a  recommendation  you 
will  observe  to  carry  out  the  recommendations  of 
the  Committee,  but  to  prepare  an  alternative 
clause  so  far  as  possible  consistent  with  the  indi- 
cations which  you  gave  of  the  minds  of  the 
Committee.    That  was  not  the  position  in  which 
the   matter  was   left,   because   obviously  the 
Coimcil  saw  that  that  carried  the  thing  a  little 
far,  and  they  therefore  agreed  ultimately  to  the 
resolution,  "  That  the  Parliamentary  Committee 
be  authorised  to  draft  an  alternative  clause  in 
substantial  agreement  with,"  not  the  decision  of 
the  Committee,  but  "  in  substantial  agreement 
with  Clause  6,"  and  that  has  to  be  communicated 
to  the  Council  and  adopted  by  them  on  Tuesday 
next  before  it  can  be  binding  even  upon  those 
who  represent  the  Council  here. 
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Mr.  Balfour  Broieiie.']  That  is  not  so ;  that 
has  never  been  adopted  by  the  Council. 

Mr.  Pope.]  I  beg  pardon. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  assure  you  it  has  not. 

Mr.  Pope.]  I  will  read  what  it  is.    I  under- 
stood Mr.  Beachcroft  had  proved  it,  and  I  waited 
until  Mr.  Beachcroft  gave  his  evidence  that 
there  might  not  be  any  of  these  unseemly  disputes 
as  to  what  took  place  at  the  Council.    I  find 
that  the  resolution  is  this  :  "  The  omission  of  all 
the  words  in  the  recommendation  after  the  word 
clause."    I  beg  pardon,  you  are  quite  right;  I 
used  some  words  which  were  in  addition.  There- 
fore it  stands  now  "  that  it  be  authorised  to  draft 
an  alternative  clause,"  which  alternative  clause  is 
to  be  submitted  to  the   Council  on  Tuesday 
before  it  could  evan  be  with  authority  brought 
up  by  my  learned  friend.    That  is  the  position 
of  matters.    Yon  will  remember,  Sir,  that  I,  very 
early  in  this  discussion,  pointed  out,  and  I  do  not 
think  I  have  intervened  unnecessarily  very  often, 
but  v^hen  I  did  intervene  it  was  to  point  out  to 
the  Committee  that  the  phraseology  of  the  clause 
in  the  preamble  which  we,  representing  the  water 
companies,  will  have  to  discuss,  makes  tlie  con- 
ditions adopted  a  primary  matter  of  preamble, 
because  the  phraseology  of  the  preamble,  accord- 
ing  to    ray   recollection,    proceeds,  that   it  is 
expedient,    not  in  general  terms  or  anything 
of  the  kind,  to  transfer  the  water  company,  but 
that  it  is  expedient  "  that  provisions  such  as  are 
in  this  Act  contained  should  be  made  for  the 
transfer  of  the  water  companies."    As  I  pointed 
out  to  the  Committee  the  phraseology  of  the 
preamble  makes  the  clauses  part  of  the  preamble, 
because  instead  of  asking  you  to  enact  in  general 
terms  that  it  is  expedient  that  the  water  com- 
panies should  be  transferred  to  a  public  authority 
or  anything  of  the  kind,  the  preamble  proceeds  : 
"  Whereas  it  is  expedient  that  pi-ovisions  such  as 
are  in  this  Act  contained  should  be  made  for  the 
transfer  of  the  undertakings  of  the  companies." 
Therefore,  of  course,  when  we  are  objecting  to 
preamble,  of  necessity  we  are  objecting  to  the 
provisions  contained  i?i  the  subsequent  part  of 
the  Bill,  of  which,  of  course,  Clause  6  is  one. 
Now,  sir,  you,  of  course,  told  us  in  the  last 
observations  which  you  made  upon  this  matter, 
that  all  we  must  assume  that  the  Committee  had 
done  was  to  strike  out  certain  words  of  the  Bill, 
to  wit,  the  special  instructions  which  were  con- 
tained in  Clause  6,  leaving  us  to  discuss  as  a 
substantive  matter,  if  we  thought  right,  the  re- 
maining words  of  Clause  6  before  those  which 
had  been  struck  out.    That  was  the  position  we 
were  in.    Of  course,  that  is  an  intelligible  posi- 
tion.   We  might  go  on  to  discuss  Clause  6  in 
that  view,  to  discuss  the  Bill  as  it  is  before  you 
with  the  words  you  have  struck  out  struck  out 
of  it,  but,  cui  bono  ?   That  is  not  the  Bill  the  pro- 
moters are  going  to  put  before  you,  and  before  I 
know,  as  representing  a  water  company,  what  I 
can  say,  or  what  I  can  prove,  against  the  pre- 
amble of  this  Bill,  I  must  know  what  the  provi- 
sions will  be  which  the  promoters  will  put  before 
you  as  sufficient  to  carry  out  their  purpose.  I 
may  be  wasting  your  time  by  beating  the  air 
with  regard  to  Clause  6  in  its  present  condition, 
for  after  Tuesday  I  may  have  to  repeat  the  pro- 
cess again  in  discussing  the  alternative  clause 
K  K  4  which 
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which  the  Parliamentary  Committee  of  the 
Council  are  authorised  to  draw  up,  and  which 
has  to  receive  the  sanction  of  the  Council  before 
it  can  be  even  binding  upon  them  ;  so  that  in 
truth  we  are  going  to  do  our  work  twice  over. 

CIwirman.'\  No ;  perhaps  I  might  shorten  the 
matter.  I  think  I  grasp  now  what  the  object  of 
this  interpolation  is.  As  I  understand  the 
matter,  it  is  this  :  that  the  County  Council  have 
decided  to  go  on  with  the  case  after  the  decision 
we  gave,  at  all  events  for  the  present.  The 
decision  we  gave  amounted  to  this,  that  we  went 
with  your  contention  so  far  upon  the  case  of  the 
promoters  of  the  Bill  that  we  decided  we  would 
not  have  the  latter  part  of  Clause  6,  but  we  also 
said,  or  we  rather  intimated,  that  our  opinion  up 
to  that  time  was  in  favour  of  adopting  the  earlier 
part  of  Clause  6,  subject  to  any  alterations  which 
might  be  made  in  the  phraseology  of  it,  that  it 
would  be  convenient,  we  suggested  to  discuss  any 
such  alterations  upon  Clause  6  when  we  came  to 
it.  I  do  not  understand  that  any  alteration  has 
yet  been  proposed  in  the  phraseology  of  what  we 
intimated  would  remain  of  Clause  6. 

Mr.  Pope.']  I  think  so,  Sir. 

Chairman.]  Pardon  me,  it  stands  there  for  the 
present,  at  all  events,  not  only  in  the  Bill,  but  in 
the  intention  of  the  Committee,  and  on  that 
basis,  as  1  understand,  the  London  County 
Council  are  content  to  go  on  with  their  Bill.  I 
do  not  see  that  you  wdll  be  prejudiced  in  any 
way  from  bringing  up  any  arguments  you  please 
on  Clause  6  when  we  .come  to  it  if  the  preamble 
should  be  declared  proved.  Of  course,  I  pre- 
sume if  we  should  declare  the  preamble  not 
proved,  there  is  an  end  ot  it,  and  you  would  pro- 
fess yourself  satisfied. 

Mr.  Pope.!  Of  course,  whatever  the  provision 
might  be. 

Chairman.]  Then  we  also  said,  when  you 
had  finished  your  case,  w^e  would  consider 
whether  it  would  be  more  convenient  to  adopt 
some  course  equivalent  to  postponing  the  pre- 
amble, or  coming  to  a  decision  on  the  question  of 
whether  the  preamble  was  to  be  declared  proved 
or  not  at  that  time.  I  cannot  see  that  you  are 
under  any  disadvantage  by  the  action  which  the 
County  Council  are  now  taking. 

Mr.  Pope.]  I  will  tell  you.  Sir,  what  the  dis- 
advantage Ave  feel  is.  If  the  resolution  of  the 
Council  had  been  to  proceed  with  the  Bill  upon 
the  basis  of  the  first  part  of  Clause  6,  we  should 
have  remained  exactly  where  we  were  when  you 
made  your  suggestion,  but  the  County  Council 
have  come  to  a  different  conclusion.  They  do 
not  propose  to  go  on  with  the  Bill  as  regards 
Clause  6  as  it  stands.  They  propose  to  prepare 
and  submit,  under  the  express  sanction  of  the 
Council,  an  alternative  clause  to  Clause  6.  Now, 
then,  what  I  say  is  this  :  why  am  I,  on  behalf  of 
the  companies,  to  be  driven  to  discuss  a  clause 
which  the  Council,  the  promoters,  repudiate, 
because  they  say  "  We  will  produce  an  alterna- 
tive." I  want  to  know  what  that  alternative  is 
to  be  before  I  am  asked  to  oppose  the  preamble 
which  will  embody  that  alternative. 

Chairman.]  I  may  be  wrong,  but  it  appears  to 
me  that  it  is  rather  a  verbal  distinction  or 
ambiguity.     What  I  suppose  is  meant  by  nn 


alternative  clause  is  some  variation  of  the  form 
of  what  remains  is  the  minds  of  the  Committee, 
if  I  may  use  that  expression  of  Clause  6.  I  do 
not  understand  that  there  is  to  be  any  attempt 
to  restore  into  the  clause  that  part  which  the 
Committee  has  declared  it  will  not  have. 

Mr.  Pope.]  Certainly,  we  are  apprehensive 
that  that  is  so,  because,  if  you  will  remember, 
after  the  discussion  before  the  Council,  and  in 
the  recommendation  which  you  will  remember 
was  brought  up,  the  Parliamentary  Committee 
did  not  accept  that  view  ;  they  say  we  will 
"  propose  an  alternative  clause,  which,  so  far  as 
possible  " 

Chairman.]  But  that  was  struck  out,  I  under- 
stand ? 

Mr,  Balfour  Browne.]  Yes,  Sir,  that  was  not 
accepted  by  the  Council. 

Mr.  Pope.]  1  know  if  was  not  accepted  by  the 
Council,  but  that  throws  some  light  upon  what 
the  nature  of  the  clause  is  which  is  likely  to  be 
suggested.  What  I  say  is  we  ought  to  be  in 
possession  of  the  minds  of  the  promoters  before 
we  are  asked  to  discuss  the  Preamble  of  the  Bill, 
just  exactly  as  it  would  be  a  matter  of  consider- 
able observation  if  an  amendment  in  the  Pre- 
amble of  the  Bill  were  introduced  during  the 
progress  of  the  inquiry  without  allowing  us  an 
opportunity  of  knowing  what  that  amendment 
would  be.  It  may  be  that  they  will  bring  up  a 
clause  which  will  be  acceptable  to  the  Com- 
mittee. It  may  be  that  tbey  will  not.  But  we 
are  opposing  not  the  Committee  ;  we  are  oppos- 
ing the  views  of  the  promoters.  What  are  their 
views  ?  Their  views  are  not  the  acceptance  of 
Clause  6  simpliciter,  though  I  should  have  to 
say  a  word  about  that  if  they  were.  Their 
views  are  to  put  before  this  Committee  some- 
thing additional,  some  alternative  to  Clause  6 
which  may  carry  out  their  views,  and  they  will 
suggest,  the  views  of  the  Cortimittee.  But  I  am 
entitled  to  know  all  that  before  I  am  asked  to 
argue,  unless  I  argue  the  thing  twice  over, 
namely  when  I  do  not  know  it,  and  when  I  do 
know  it.  But,  Sir,  I  do  not  like  to  argue  about 
a  thing  which  I  do  not  know.  I  might  in  argu- 
ment effectually  dispose  of  Clause  6  as  it  stands, 
but  that  would  not  satisfy  the  promoters,  they 
would  bring  up  an  alternative  clause.  I  might 
dispose  of  Clause  6,  but  then  I  may  meet  with 
their  alternative  clause  which  will  be,  if  carried 
at  all,  just  as  much  part  of  the  Preamble  as 
Clause  6  ever  was,  because  the  Preamble  em- 
bodies those  conditions  as  part  of  it.  All  I  ask 
is,  that  I  may  be  informed  what  it  is  that  I  have 
got  to  meet.  If  the  Committee  were  to  tell  me, 
"  We  will  not  assent  to  any  alteration  by  the 
promoters  of  Clause  6,"  then  that  would  be  an 
intelligible  thing,  although  probably  that  would 
be  rather  a  strong  decision  to  come  to,  but  when 
we  know  that  they  intend  to  bring  up  an  alter- 
native, surely  I  am  entitled  to  know  what  that 
alternative  is  before  I  am  bound  to  answer  it. 

Chairman.]  The  way  it  strikes  me  at  the 
present  time  (of  course,  we  will  hear  what  Mr. 
Balfour  Browne  has  to  say),  is  that  there  woidd 
have  been  a  great  deal  to  be  said  for  your  con- 
tention if  we  had  reason  to  believe  that  by  the 
words  "  alternative  clause  "  it  was  intended  to 
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convey  that  the  County  Council  were  going  to 
put  forward  as  their  view  the  clause  substantially 
as  it  was  before  we  gave  our  decision.  But  1 
understand  that  the  proposal  pointing  in  that 
direction  was  dropped  out  of  the  resolution  sub- 
mitted to  the  County  Council,  and  so  far  as  Ave 
have  any  knowledge  of  what  is  taking  place  in 
the  discussions  of  the  County  Council,  it  would 
appear  that  that  indication  has  disappeared,  and 
therefore,  as  far  as  I  can  gather,  and  from  what 
I  have  heard,  the  intention  of  the  County  Council 
is,  to  cany  out  as  effectually  as  they  can  the 
decision  which  was  arrived  at  by  this  Committee. 

Mr.  Pope.']  No,  quite  the  contrary,  sir.  I 
gather  from  the  proceedings  it  is  exactly  the 
contrary,  and  what  their  intention  is,  is  to  take 
your  decision  and  see  whether  they  can  construct 
an  alternative  clause,  which  shall  carry  out  the 
purposes  and  objects  of  Clause  6,  notwithstand- 
ing your  decision.  That  is  the  real  meaning  of 
it. 

Chairman.']  It  depends  upon  what  you  mean 
by  Clause  6. 

Mr.  Pope.]  As  it  originally  stood  in  the  Bill. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broicne.]  I  must  deny  that 
emphatically. 

Mr.  Littler.]  If  it  is  not  too  much  trouble 
for  the  Committee  to  read  the  whole  discussion, 
I  am  sure  they  will  see  that  what  my  learned 
friefid  Mr.  Pope  says  is  really  so. 

Chairman.^  I  think  it  will  be  more  conve- 
nient if  we  hear  from  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  what 
he  is  authorised  to  say. 

Mr.  Littler.']  Before  you  do  that,  I  should  like 
to  say  a  word.  You  have  before  you  a  print,  I 
believe,  of  what  took  place  at  the  London 
County  Council  on  the  18th  instant. 

Chairman.]  No,  we  have  not. 

Mr.  Littler.]  For  the  proper  understanding  of 
this,  it  is  necessary  to  iook  at  one  or  two  things 
in  it.  First  of  all,  will  you  kindly  look  at  what 
the  proposal  of  the  Committee  was  at  the  bottom 
of  page  10. 

Chairman.]  The  Committee  know  nothing  of 
this  except  what  was  said  about  it  by  the  last 
witness. 

Mr.  Littler.]  Quite  so,  and  I  thought  it  was 
desirable  before  you  heard  Mr.  Balfour  Browne, 
you  should  know  a  little  more  of  it.  I  think, 
sir,  if  you  would  read  the  third  paragraph  from 
the  bottom  you  will  see  :  "  It  will  be  necessary 
for  us,  in  the  event  of  the  Preamble  passing,  to 
be  prepared  with  some  suggestion  in  the  form  of 
a  clause  or  clauses  to  be  substituted  for  Clause  6 
of  the  Lambeth  Bill." 

Chairman.]  Whose  words  are  these  ? 

Mr.  Littler.]  These  are  the  words  of  the 
Pax'liamentary  Committee  of  the  County  Coun- 
cil :  "  But  we  are  not  prepared  to  commit  the 
Council  to  any  such  clause  without  further 
instructions."  I  venture  to  say  you  will  find  that 
is  the  keynote  of  the  whole  thing,  that  they  are 
going  to  leave  this  over  till  Tuesday,  and  if  they 
do  not  like  the  clause,  they  will  withdraw  the 
Bill,  after  we  have  had  all  the  trouble  and  ex- 
pense of  coming  here  day  by  day,  and  arguing 
the  thing  on  imperfect  information  :  "  Doubting 
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how  far  our  authority  justifies  us  in  so  doing. 
We  have  therefore  determined  to   rej)ort  the 
position  for  the  information  of  the  Council,  with 
a  view  to  its  giving  us  such  further  instructions  in 
the  matter  as  it  may  think  fit.    We  therefore 
report  for  the  information  of  the  Council  the 
extracts  from  the  proceedings  in  Parliament  as 
above  quoted,  and  we  recommend: — That  we 
be  authorised  to  draft  an  alternative  clause  in 
substantial  agreement  with  Clause  6,  but  follow- 
ing so  far  as  may  be  possible  consistently  there- 
with the  indications  of  the  Chairman  of  the 
House  of  Commons  Committee."    That  is  the 
recommendation.    Then  on  that  there  is  a  good 
deal  of  discussion  ;  and  then  I  will  go  on  to  the 
bottom  of  page  12,  which  is  the  next  keynote  of 
the  position,  where  an  honourable  Member  of 
this  House  and  a  member  of  the  Parliamentary 
Committee  of  the  County  Council,  says;  "As 
a  member  of  the  Parliamentary  Committee,  I 
wish  also  to  associate  myself  with  my  friends, 
Sir  John  Lubbock  and  Mr.  Alderman  Beach- 
croft,  and  to  say  that  I  accept  absolutely  no 
responsibility  for  asking  the  Council  to  authorise 
us  to  do  that  which  I  believe  to  be  as  physically 
impossible  as  it  is  to  blend   fire  and  water. 
I  believe  that  it  is  impossible  '  to  draft  a  clause 
in  substantial  agreement  with  Clause  6  on  the 
part  of  the  Council,  but  following  so  far  as  may  be 
possible  consistently  therewith  the  indications 
of  the  Chairman  of  the  House   of  Commons 
Committee.'    In  so  far  as  it  follows  the  indica- 
tions of  the  Chairman  of  the  House  of  Commons 
Committee,  I  understand  it  would  be  departing 
from  Clause  6."    Then  he  says  he  desires  to  dis- 
sociate himself.     Then  I  pass  on  to  one  or 
two  other  matters  which  it  is  important  the 
Committee  should  see.     On  p;'ge  14  a  noble 
Lord,  who  is  a  Member  of  the  other  House,  says 
this  :  "  We  were  told  upon  the  highest  authority, 
an  authority  which  I  have  no  reason  to  doubt, 
thai  if  the  particular  sub-section  to  Clause  6 
were  not  embodied  in  the  Bill,  London  would 
pay  a  fool's  price  for  its  water,  and  with  that 
before  me  as  a  new  member  of  the  Council,  I 
could  not  see  that  it  would  be  our  duty,  as  re- 
presenting the  ratepayers  of  London,  to  agree 
to  any  clause  which,  in  the  opinion  of  experts 
well  qualified  to  judge,  would  have  the  effect  of 
making  London  pay  a  fool's  price  for  its  water. 
I  understand  that  it  has  been  the  policy  of  this 
Council  to  insert  conditions,   calling  upon  the 
arbitrator  " — not  empowering — "  to  take  certain 
matters  into  his  consideration,  and  it  was  with 
that  view  that  I  expressed  my  hope  that  the 
Parliamentary  Committee  of  this  Council  would 
not  do  anything  which  was  inconsistent  with  the 
spirit  of  Clause  6."    I  do  not  think  I  need  read 
the  rest,  but  I  must  ask  you  lo  look  at  what  the 
honourable  Member  for  Shoreditch  said  on  page 
13  :  "I  feel  very  much  inclined  to  say,  as  so 
many  members  of  the  Parliamentary  C  ommittee 
feel  that  this  clause  is  an  absolu:e]y  iin])Ossible 
thing,  that  it   would   be  better  to  refer  this 
matter  biick  again  to  the  Pailianientary  Com- 
mittee, and  I  propose  accordingly."    Then  I  do 
not  need  to  trouble  you  any  more  until  the  top 
of  page  16.     But  i  should  tell  you  that  the 
Vice-Chairinan   proposed  to  strike  out  evei'y- 
thing  after  the  word  "  Clause,"'   and  if  j'^ou 
look  back  again  at  the  recommendation  I  read 
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to  you,  that  that  is  taking  out  everything  but 
the  words,  "  That  we  be  authorised  to  draft  an 
alternative  clause,"  leaving  it  entirely  at  large. 
The  other  words,  "  in  substantial  agreement," 
and  so  on,  were  to  be  struck  out.  That  was  the 
motion  of  the  Vice-Chairman.  The  Vice- 
Chairman,  on  page  15  snys  :  The  Council 
"  prefer  that  these  matters  should  be  left  to  the 
arbitrator  rather  than  to  the  Parliamentary 
Committee  "  ;  and  on  page  16  comes  Dr.  White, 
who  seconded  the  motion,  and  who  explained 
more  fully  why  he  seconded  it.  He  says  :  "  The 
thing  of  great  importance,  after  all,  is  that  this 
clause,  wlien  drafted,  should  not  be  acted  upon 
until  it  has  been  submitted  for  the  a))proval  of 
the  Council  as  a  body.  That  seems  to  me  to  be 
the  crux  of  the  whole  question  which  we  need 
discuss  now.  This  Bill  was  approved  by  the 
Council,  with  Clause  6,  containing  cert;iin 
definite  instructions  to  the  arbitrator  contained 
in  it.  Clause  6  is  now  to  be  deleted,  and 
an  alternative  clause  to  be  submitted.  That 
is  to  say,  a  vital  point  of  the  Bill  is  to  be 
seriously  altered.  (The  Vice-Qhairman:  No,  no.) 
[Dr.  fVhite.~\  The  Vice-Chairman  says  '  No,  no.' 
That  is  a  question,  at  any  rate,  on  which  the 
Council  should  be  entitled  to  judge  for  itself. 
We  are  not,  I  think,  especially  having  regard 
to  the  difference  of  opinion  which  appears  to 
exist  amongst  the  Members  of  the  Parliamentary 
Committee,  we  are  not,  1  think,  justified  in 
permitting  them  to  draft  and  act  upon  clause 
without  coming  to  us  again.  It  will  be  in  the 
recollection  of  the  Council  that  Sir  John 
Lubboclf,  when  this  Bill  was  brought  forward 
for  approval,  moved  an  amendment  to  the  effect 
that  we  should  first  be  supplied  with  figures 
which  would  justify  us  in  approving  of  the  Hill. 
The  gentlemen  on  the  other  side,  if  I  may  say 
so,  defeated  that  amendment  by  arguments  that 
we  were  perfectly  safe  in  ^oing  forward  with  the 
Bill  1  ecause  of  its  containing  instructions  to  the 
arbitr  ator  imposing  upon  him  — not  enabling  him 
— "  the  consideration  of  conditions  and  circum- 
stances which  he  was  bound  absolutely  to  take  into 
account.  It  is  our  duty,  I  submit,  sir,  to  see 
that  this  new  clause,  when  drafted,  does  have 
the  same  eff'ect  in  the  circumstances,  as  our  old 
Clause  6 ;  and  I  would  ask,  therefore,  while 
seconding  this  amendment^ — I  would  suggest  to 
the  Vice-Chairman — I  do  not  know  whether  he 
would  be  |)repared  to  adopt  the  words  to  add  to 
the  amendment,  '  and  to  submit  to  the  Council 
for  their  approval,'  so  as  to  make  it  certainly  clear 
that  this  clause  will  not  be  acted  upon  without 
coming  before  the  Council."  Then  Lieut- , 
Colonel  Ford  says :  "  The  two  things  are  not 
possible,"  and  Mr.  Westacott  says,  at  the  middle 
of  page  18;  "This  is  a  very  vital  matter,  the 
more  so  as  the  parts  of  the  clause  struck  out  are 
those  parts  which  put  conditions  on  the  arbi- 
trator, and  particularly  that  part  that  prevents 
the  payment  of  the  dividends,  and  the  payment 
of  10  per  cent,  on  a  compulsory  sale ;  all  that  is 
struck  out.  It  is  the  more  essentially  important 
that  this  Council  should  have  submitted  to  it 
the  clause  to  be  drafted  by  the  Parliamentary 
Committee  before  it  is  presented  to  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Commons."  Then  Sir 
John  Lubbock  speaks ;  and  then  we  come  to 
page  22,  at  the  bottom  of  which  you  will  find 


what  Mr.  Beachcroft  says,  who  I  understand 
has  been  before  you  this  morning. 

Chairman.]  We  have  had  his  views  here  as  a 
witness. 

Mr.  Littler.']  Yes  ;  he  says,  "  ]  believe  it 
means  a  matter  of  between  15,000,000/.  and 
20,000,000/.,"  that  you  have  been  told  by  him. 
Now  what  happens  at  the  end  is  that  the  amend- 
ment is  carried,  and  there  is  an  addition  to  it 
that  the  question  must  come  up  and  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  Coimcil  for  approval.  Now  I  saj 
it  is  perfectly  plain,  first  of  all,  that  there  is  a 
very  great  desire  so  to  construct  a  clause,  as,  if 
possible  to  carry  out  the  same  effect  in  other 
words  as  Clause  6  ;  and  if  that  is  so,  it  is  a  matter 
of  the  gravest  possible  importance  to  us  that  we 
should  see  what  it  is ;  and  next,  tiiat  any  clause 
which  is  to  be  proposed  is  not  to  be  acted  upon 
until  the  Council  meets  next  Tuesday.  The 
noble  Lord  spoke  about  a  fool's  price,  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  I  am  more  or  less  on  a  fool's 
errand  in  addressing  you,  f.ecause,  although 
this  has  been  said  to  be  a  question  of 
clause,  it  is  so  essential  to  my  argument  for 
the  Kent  Company  on  the  Preamble,  that  I 
shall  have  to  say  a  great  deal  about  the  pos- 
sible form  of  this  clause,  and  I  certainly  do 
feel,  though  I  do  not  see  any  objection  to  going 
on  with  the  Middlesex  case,  or  any  other  case, 
it  would  be  imposing  on  me  a  greater  hardship 
than  I  have  ever  had  in  my  professional  career,  if  I 
am  to  speak  on  the  question  of  Preamble,  until 
I  know  precisely  what  is  the  real  intention  of  the 
promoters  on  that  clause.  It  is  of  the  essence 
of  the  Preamble  ;  it  is  not  a  matter  of  clause  to 
be  disposed  of  like  50/.  or  100/.,  or  even  5,000/. 
or  10,000/.  ;  but  it  is  a  question  of  essence,  and 
that  being  so,  1  respectfully  urge,  although 
there  is  not  the  slightest  objection  to  going 
on  with  any  other  opposition,  as  long  as  that 
may  last,  that  I  should  not  be  asked  to  go  on 
with  my  case.  All  I  want  to  add  is  this.  You 
see  what  was  done  has  put  us  all  with  respect 
to  the  Committee  in  a  false  position.  My 
learned  friend,  Mr,  Balfour  Browne,  took  an 
adjournment  ;  he  said,  in  substance,  that  he 
accepted  the  suggestion  of  the  Committee  as  to 
what  was  merely  the  outside  of  what  they  were 
disposed  to  give  even  on  his  own  showing,  and 
which  might  be  minimised  when  they  heard  us. 
He  took  an  adjournment,  he  comes  back,  and 
he  says,  "  I  am  prepared  to  accept  it  on  the 
part  of  the  County  Council,"  but  when  the  report 
of  his  Committee  goes  up  for  the  purpose  of 
framing  a  clause,  not  only  do  the  Committee 
say,  "  JVo,  we  will  only  frame  a  clause  so  far  as 
may  be  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of  this 
Committee,"  and  the  Council  say,  "  No,  we  will 
not  allow  you  to  do  that,  you  must  prepare  a 
clause  and  let  us  know  what  it  is,  and  when  it 
comes  up  we  may  say  we  will  not  accept  it,  and 
we  will  not  go  on  with  the  Bills,"  and  they 
probably  will  say  so,  unless  their  Committee 
invent  a  clause  which  will  really  restore  Clause  6, 
and  get  round  this  Committee's  suggestion. 
But  what  happens  in  the  meantime  ?  That  I, 
for  my  company,  am  obliged  to  go  on  with  one 
hand  tied  behind  my  back  in  the  most  important 
struggle  there  has  ever  been  between  a  com- 
mercial 
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mercial  undertaking  and  a  powerful  public 
body.  I  cannot  deal  with  the  matter  as  I 
ought  to  deal  with  it  unless  I  know  exactly 
what  is  going  to  happen  to  one  of  the  most 
vital  things.  If  it  had  not  been  for  this 
I  could  have  assumed  that  the  worst  that 
was  going  to  happen  to  me  was  your  suggestion, 
but  I  cannot  do  so  now,  and  we  may  be  all  going 
on  in  the  dark.  I  said  any  other  opposition 
might  be  taken.  My  learned  friend,  Lord  Hobert 
Cecil,  says  hs  has  brought  up  his  witnesses  from 
Hertfordshire.  I  want  to  know  what  the  County 
Council  mean  to  do,  and  whether  they  mean  to 
accept  the  statement  of  their  own  counsel  here. 
I  venture  to  think  the  Committee  ought  to  have 
taken  the  instruction  of  the  County  Council  last 
Tuesday.  Time  is  going  on,  and  we  shall  have 
to  spend  more  money  ;  but  what  is  of  the  jrravest 
importance  to  me  is  that  I  cannot  present  my 
case  as  I  feel,  as  an  advocate,  I  ought  to  present 
it,  and  I  therefore  urge  you,  having  gone  as  far 
as  you  can  in  this  case,  to  hear  what  the  County 
Council  will  do.  I  must  say,  if  they  are  going 
to  pursue  this  course,  they  ought  to  have  had  a 
special  meeting  of  the  Council  and  discussed  it 
at  the  special  meeting,  so  as  to  have  save<l  your 
time  at  this  period  of  the  Session,  and  saved 
their  own  in  goinof  on  with  the  Bill.  ]f  the  Bill 
is  delayed  it  is  not  our  fault ;  we  have  not 
delayed  it  at  all ;  on  the  contrary,  we  have 
facilitated  its  going  forward,  and  assented  to  this 
course,  although  we  might  have  said  piece-meal 
taking  is  always  injurious  to  an  opponent.  But 
we  have  done  nothing  of  the  kind.  We  have 
done  everything  to  facilitate  progress.  Then 
they  come  here,  they  close  their  case,  saying 
they  accept  that  suggestion  of  the  Committee  ; 
then  we  are  suddenly  told  in  this  long  debate 
what  we  are.  I  do  appeal  to  you,  sir,  as  strongly 
!  as  I  can,  that  it  would  be  a  gross  injustice 
\  (using  the  word  with  the  greatest  respect)  to  my 
j  company  to  be  compelled  to  go  on  now. 

Chairmiin.~\  Of  course,  the  room  will  be  cleared 
1  presently  to  take  the  formal  opinion  of  the  Com- 
mittee upon  the  matter  which  has  been  sub- 
mitted to  us  now  ;  but,  so  far  as  1  can  gather, 
the  view  of  the  Committee  is  this  :  What  we 
feel  is  this  :  On  the  last  occasion  when  this 
matter  came  up,  you  said,  Mr.  Balfour  Browne, 
"  I  think,  sir,  with  the  assistance  you  have 
given  us  now  we  shall  be  able  to  bring  up  a 
clause,"  that  is  to  say,  our  decision  was  explained 
to  you  in  a  way  which  left  no  doubt,  I  think, 
j  that  the  clause  as  we  would  be  prepared  to 
I  entertain  it  would  be  quite  a  different  clause  to 
what  was  originally  in  the  Bill,  and  of  course  at 
any  time  you  must  count  upon  the  Committee 
standing  to  the  decision  at  which  they  then 
formally  and  deliberately  arrived.  But  if  you 
can  say  something  that  will  assure  us  that  you  are 
going  on  with  this  case,  not  with  the  intention  of 
upsetting,  but  as  far  as  possible  carrying  out  the 
decision  arrived  at,  I  should  be  very  unwilling 
to  lose  even  a  day  at  this  advanced  period  of  the 
Session  in  taking  evidence  upon  whatever  points 
we  can.  So  that  you  know  now  what  the  view 
of  the  Committee,  so  far  as  I  can  gather  it, 
informally  is,  and  after  you  have  addressed  us 
we  will  clear  the  room  and  consider  the  question. 

Mr.  Baifour  Brotvne.]  May  it  please  you,  sir, 
384. 


the  attempt  that  is  being  made  to  get  behind  a 
decision  of  the  Committee  is  not  upon  my  part, 
but  on  the  part  of  the  water  companies.  The 
decision  of  the  Committee  waj  this  

Chuirnian.']  I  did  not  imply  that  you  were 
making  any  attempt. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.~\  No,  not  you,  sir,  but 
my  learned  friends  do.  They  say  distinctly  that 
the  resolution  of  the  Parliamentary  Committee 
of  the  Council  and  the  resolution  of  the  Council 
is  an  attempt  to  get  behind  your  decision.  1 
abs'olutely  deny  that.  The  words  I  used  which 
you  accepted  were  that  I  was  to  bring  up  a 
clause  in  lieu  of  Clause  6.  These  are  the  words; 
upon  page  408  of  tlie  proceedings,  I  said  ;  "I  will 
bring  up  a  clause  in  lieu  of  Clause  6  to  carry 
out  the  decision  of  the  Committee." 

Mr.  Littler.']  May  1  interpose,  in  order  that 
my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  may  not 
say  he  is  taken  by  surprise.  I  did  omit  to  read 
one  passage  on  page  5  of  the  Parliamentary 
Committee's  Report  which  has  a  direct  bearing 
upon  this.  I  had  marked  it  to  read  to  you,  and 
in  my  desire  to  save  time  I  am  afraid  I  wasted 
it.  On  page  5  of  the  Report  on  the  Lambeth 
Water  Bill  you  vvill  find  in  the  third  paragraph 
this:  "The  decision  of  the  Committee  of  the 
12th  of  June  seemed  to  imply  that  they  were 
satisfied  on  one  of  the  main  points  of  contention, 
namely,  that  an  open  arbitration  under  the 
Lands  Clauses  Acts  could  not  do  justice  in  the 
present  case  ;  and  that  some  special  form  of 
arbitration  clause  would  be  necessary,  in  order 
to  secure  that  various  matters  should  be  con- 
sidered which  we  wei'e  advised  to  be  relevant  to 
the  question  of  fair  and  reasonable  value,  but 
which  could  not  have  been  entertained  by  an 
arbitrator  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Acts.  Mr. 
Cripps  reported  to  us  his  opinion  that  the 
strength  of  our  case  must  be  materially  lessened 
by  reason  of  time  not  permitting  of  our  laying 
before  the  Committee  the  large  mass  of  evi- 
dence which  has  been  prepared,  but  that  it  was 
better  to  run  the  risk  involved  in  abandoning  the 
evidence  than  to  incur  the  ahnost  certain  loss  of 
our  Bills  for  want  of  time."  Now  this  is  the 
most  important  :  "  The  decision  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  12th  of  June  involves  a  complete 
change  in  the  form  of  the  arbitration  clause,  but 
we  found  more  difficulty  in  arriving  at  a  decision 
of  the  question  as  to  how  far  it  involves  a 
material  alteration  in  the  principle  of  the 
clause,  although  counsel  representing  us  seemed 
to  be  of  opinion  that  a  clause  might  be  framed 
on  the  lines  of  the  announcement  of  the  Com- 
mittee which  would  ultimately  bring  about  the 
ascertainment  of  '  fair  and  reasonable  value  '  in 
accordance  with  the  general  policy  indicated 
in  the  Reports  and  Recommendations  of  the 
Water  and  Parliamentary  Committees  as 
adopted  by  the  Council.  We  accordingly  autho- 
rised Mr.  Cripps  (if  it  shouLl  become  necessary) 
to  inform  the  Committee  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons that,  having  regard  to  the  decision  of  the 
Council  in  approving  the  present  Bill,  we  were 
not  prepared  to  agree  to  any  substantial  altera- 
tion in  Clause  6  of  the  Lambeth  Uill  without 
special  authority  from  the  Council.  At  the 
same  time  we  thoujht  it  desirable,  if  possible,  to 
obtain  some  further  explanation  from  the  Com- 
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mittee  as  to  the  scope  and  effect  of  their  decision, 
and  crave  instructions  that  the  ajjent  should 
direct  counsel  to  take  steps  to  this  effect." 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  My  learned  friends  are 
never  tired  of  reading  speeches  from  these  pro- 
ceedings. These,  of  course,  are  not  the  views  of 
the  County  Council,  but  the  views  of  individual 
members. 

Mr.  Littler.']  It  is  a  report. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  will  go  back,  sir,  to 
where  I  started.  I  refer,  first,  to  page  403  of  the 
proceedings.  You  say  "  this  is  the  decision  the 
Committee  have  agreed  to."  My  learned  friends 
are  in  the  habit  of  calling  it  a  suggestion,  but 
you  will  remember  that  this  is  a  decision  come 
to  by  the  Committee  after  clearing  the  room 
and  considering  the  matter.  "  The  Committee 
are  of  opinion  that  if  this  Bill  should  become 
law,  and  if  the  consideration  to  be  paid  by  the 
London  County  Council  for  the  transfer  of  the 
undertaking  is  to  be  determined  by  arbitration, 
the  arbitrators  should  in  determining  the  fair  and 
reasonable  value  of  the  undertaking  have  regard 
to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  as  provided 
in  lines  30  and  31,  page  7,  of  Clause  6,  and  the 
Committee  would  be  willing,  on  consideration  of 
the  clause,  to  introduce,  if  necessary,  other 
general  words  in  order  to  render  it  absolutely 
clear  that  the  arbitrators  are  not  to  be  precluded 
by  any  legal  objections  from  entertaining  all  the 
circumstances  whicli  they  may  think  it  right  to 
take  into  their  consideration,  say,  for  instance, 
the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission,  1893." 
That  I  say,  in  passing,  to  my  mind,  meant  that 
we  Avere  to  be  entitled  to  propose  other  general 
words  as  an  addition  to  the  words,  in  lines  30 
and  31,  page  7,  "  it  is  obvious  that  such  an 
important  docuiuent  should  be  open  to  the 
consideration  of  the  arbitrators,  but  the  Com- 
mittee merely  refer  to  this  as  an  illustration  of 
what  they  mean."  Therefore,  we  were  not  to  be 
precluded  from  saying  that  lie  was  to  take  into 
consideration  more  than  the  report.  You  gave 
that  merely  as  an  illustration.  "  As  to  the 
subse([uent  provi-ions  of  Clause  6,  the  Com- 
mittee are  not  convinced  that  they  are  needed 
in  order  to  enable  the  arbitrators  to  take  evidence 
upon,  and  have  regard  to  any  or  all  the  matters 
therein  referred  to  if,  in  their  discretion,  they 
should  think  fit  to  do  so."  That,  sir,  shows  thai 
you  did  not  think  that  these  things  should  not 
be  before  the  arbitrator,  but  you  thought  it  was 
not  needed  to  instruct  him.  You  go  on  to  say, 
that  you  will  not  give  a  special  instruction.  "  The 
Committee  do  not  feel  justified  in  endeavouring 
to  influence  in  any  wav  the  impartial  exercise  of 
that  discretion,  and  they  are  unwilling  by  special 
reference  to  particular  circumstances  to  seem  to 
prejudge  their  ccmsideration,  or  by  implication 
to  exclude  or  affect  the  consideration  of  any 
others  which  may  be  submitted  to  the  arbitrators. 
The  Committee  think  that  it  should  be  in  the 
power  of  the  arbitrators  at  any  stage  of  their 
proceedings  to  obtain  the  decision  of  a  com- 
petent court  of  law."  That  refers  to  a  different 
matter  ;  now  the  matter  rested  there  imtil  the 
next  occasion  when  we  came  before  you,  and 
my  learned  friend  raised  some  points,  and  I 
also  raised  some  points.  Then  on  page  408, 
I    said    this,   after    stating   what   we  under- 


stood to  be  your  decision,  •'  which,  in  the  opinion 
of  either  party,  affect  the  value  of  the  under- 
taking, as,  by  way  of  illustration,  the  Report  by 
the  Royal  Commission.  I  take  those  words  from 
you,  sir,"  and  you  said,  "yes."  Then  I  said, 
"  Being  considered  by  the  arbitrator,  and  that 
he  will  be  able  to  give  such  weight  to  these 
matters  as  he  thinks  right ;  and  we  see  no  diffi- 
culty, sir,  in  bringing  up  a  clause  in  general  terms 
(again  using  the  words  of  the  Committee)  in  lieu 
of  Clause  6,  which  will  carry  out  that  intention." 

Chuirmuri.]  Would  you  mind  my  interrupting 
you  for  a  moment,  because  it  is  a  little  important. 
You  said  the  arbitrators  were  to  give  such  weight 
as  they  thought  fit. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broione.]  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman.]  In  the  subsequent  part,  and 
before  you  announced  your  final  decision,  I 
used  these  words :  '*  I  think  the  words  amply 
clear  ;  1  go  with  you  as  far  as  to  say  that  we 
did  consider  it  was  right  of  the  arbitrator  to 
listen  to  what  might  be  put  before  him  as  matters 
which  ought  or  ought  not  to  be  gone  into,  but 
that  the  pai'ties  on  either  side,  having  stated 
their  views,  it  would  be  for  the  arbitrators  to 
say  how  far,  if  at  all,  they  would  go  into  evi- 
dence ;  and  how  far,  if  at  all,  tiiey  wordd  give 
weight  to  the  representations  made."  You  will 
see  that  is  a  different  thing  from  saying  what 
weight  they  will  give  to  the  representations 
made.  Then,  alter  I  had  said  that,  you  say, 
"  I  think,  sir,  with  the  assistance  you  have  given 
us  now  we  shall  be  able  to  bring  up  a  clause." 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Certainly,  a  clause  in 
lieu  of  Clause  6,  as  I  said  before,  a  clause,  how- 
ever, as  I  understand  it,  carrying  out  the  deci- 
sion of  the  committee  which  I  have  already 
read,  and  the  decision  of  the  committee  which 
appears  upon  page  416,  where  you,  to  some 
extent,  amplified  the  words  you  had  formerly 
used.  On  page  416,  after  again  clearing  the 
room,  I  think  you  said  :  "  '  should  be  struck  out, 
and  it  should  be  left  to  general  expressions  to  be 
addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  arbitrators.' 
On  that  I  only  wish  to  recall  attention  to  the 
exact  words  of  the  decision  at  which  we  have 
arrived.  I  will  only  read  the  part  of  it  which 
applies  here.  It  is  this,  that  '  the  arbitrators 
should,  in  determining  the  fair  and  reasonable 
value  of  the  imdertaking,  have  regard  to  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  as  provided  in  lines  30 
and  31,  page  7,  of  Clause  6,  and  the  Committee 
would  be  willing,  on  consideration  of  the  clause, 
to  introduce,  if  necessary,  other  general  words,' 
and  so  on."  That  shows,  sir,  that  even  in  your 
second  decision  you  thought  some  other  general 
words  were  to  be  added  to  those. 

Chair-man.]  If  you  thought  it  necessary,  and 
satisfied  us. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Quite  so,  sir.  That  is 
a  clause  in  lieu  of  Clause  6.  It  is  an  alternative 
clause.  I  cannot  see  the  distinction  between  the 
words  "  in  lieu  of  Clause  6,"  and  "  alternative 
clause."  They  are  to  be  in  general  terms: 
there  is  to  be  no  specific  direction  to  carry  out 
your  decision.  I  said  then^  and  I  say  now,  I  see 
no  difficulty  in  bringing  up  a  clause  to  carry 
out  your  decision.    It  Avill  be  an  alternative 
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clause,  but  I  do  not  want  to  go  into  different 
views  of  the  members  of  the  county  council  ; 
it  would  be  invidious  and  improper  for  me  to  do 
so.  My  learned  friend,  you  will  remember,  had 
made  a  similar  application  at  that  time,  and  you 
went  on  to  deal  with  Mr.  Pope's  application. 

Mr.  Pnpe.'\  An  application  for  what  ? 
Mr.  Balfour  Bj-ow/ie.^  An  application  prac- 
tically in  the  same  words  you  have  made  to-day. 

Mr.  Pope.^  I  made  no  application  ;  Mr.  Littler 
intervened  before  I  made  my  application. 

Mr.  Balfour  Brou)ne.'\  Very  likely.  You 
pointed  out  that  the  preamble  of  the  Bill  con- 
tained words  which  mixed  it  up  with  the  clauses 
of  the  Bill,  and  the  decision  of  the  Committee 
on  that  is,  "  As  to  the  remarks  which  Mr.  Pope 
made  upon  that  part  of  the  case  it  stands  thus 
really  up  to  the  present :  all  we  have  done  is 
that  we  have,  upon  the  promoters'  statement  of 
the  case,  come  to  a  conclusion,  and,  with  the  view 
of  preventing  unnecessary  waste  of  time,  we 
have  declared  that  conclusion,  that  as  regards  the 
part  of  Clause  6,  subsequent  to  the  lines  I  have 
referred  to  here,  we  are  not  disposed  to  allow 
them  to  remain  in  the  Bill."  I  concur  in  that, 
sir ;  1  think  your  decision  is  conclusive  upon  it. 
"  With  that  I  should  say  counsel  for  the  peti- 
tioners, at  all  events,  can  find  no  fault.  I  would 
venture  to  suggest  the  most  convenient  time" 
(now  here  is  the  decision  upon  my  learned 
friend's  then  application,  and  upon  his  applica- 
tion to-day)  "for  them  to  I'aise  any  objection 
they  may  seem  to  entertain  as  to  the  other  parts 
of  our  decision  will  be  when  we  come  to 
Clause  6,  for  it  stands  at  present  that  we  in 
general  words  adopt  the  lines  now  standing  in 
the  Bill  at  lines  30  and  31,  but  we  offer  to  hear 
suggested  amendments."  What  is  that  but  an 
I    alternative  ? 

I       Mr.  Pop*'.]  At  that  time  you  were  in  autho- 
i"ity. 

j       Mr,  Balfour  Browne.]  I  am  in  authority  now. 

Chairrniin.^  I  understand  that,  Mi%  Pope. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.  ]  "  Suggested  amend- 
ments for  a  certain  purpose ;  and  if  I  might  venture 
to  suggest  (though  I  do  not  wish  in  any  way  to 
control  the  discretion  of  counsel)  it  seems  to 
us  the  most  convenient  time  for  going  further 
into  that  question  will  be  when  we  come  to 
Clause  6."  Now,  what  my  learned  friends  say 
is  that  on  that  decision  they  thought  the  worst 
that  could  happen  to  them  would  be  Clause  6 
down  to  those  lines,  and  the  additions  that  you 
have  suggested.  Well,  that  is  the  worst  that 
can  happen  to  them  yet,  if  you  remain  in  the 
same  mind.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  another 
thing  that  may  happen,  and  this  is  what  they 
raised  before  you.  Suppose  you  will  not  accept 
the  clause  that  we  submit,  and  reject  the  pre- 
amble of  the  Bill,  that  is  not  worse  for  them,  but 
it  is  better  for  them  ;  but,  sir,  I  stick  to  your 
decision,  and  I  am  prepared  to  bring  up  a  clause, 
which,  in  the  opinion  of  myself  and  my  learned 
friends  (and  in  the  meanthne  I  am  acting  for  the 
county  council),  will  carry  out  the  decision  of  the 
Committee  as  we  have  understood  it  upon  those 
expressions  I  have  just  read. 

Mr.  Pope.']  I  shall  only  say  a  very  few  words 
384. 


in  reply  to  my  learned  friend.    The  point  of  this 
application  and  its  distinction  from  the  discussion 
my  learned  friend  has  referred  to  is  this  :  that 
my  friend  is  not  now  in  a  position  to  say  that  the 
clause  which  he  thinks  can  be  drawn  as  an 
alternative  clause  can  be  authoritatively  sub-  ' 
mitted.    The    county  coimcil   have  withdrawn 
his  authority  to  say  that.    No  alternative  clause 
of  any  kind — no  words  of  general  application  to  J 
carry  out  the  decision  of  the  Committee — can  be  * 
submitted  to  you  until  it  has  received  the  sanction  ' 
of  the  council  itself.    That  is  the  position  now  ; 
it  was  not  the  position  then;  and  what  I  say  is  this: 
be  it  general  words,  which  my  learned  friend  may 
think  can  be  so  put  into  the  clause  as  practically 
to  embody  in  the  clause  itself  the  whole  of  the  i 
instructions  which  you  have  struck  out,  or  what-  • 
ever  the  additional  words  may  be,  they  may  or 
may  not  receive  ultimately  your  sanction,  but 
my  application  is,  that  at  all  events  I  shall  not 
be  called  upon  to  say  what  1  have  to  say  about 
the  preamble  until  1  know  what  that  alternative 
clause,  which  will   be  part  of  the  preamble, 
really  is.    It  amounts  simply  to  this  :  It  may  be 
that  you  may  accept  my  learned  friend's  alterna- 
tive clause.    I  do  not  know  ;  but,  at  all  events, 
the  clause  being  by  the  preamble  embodied  in 
the  preamble,  it  is  not  fair  to  relegate  me  to  an 
alter  discussion  upon  the  clause  to  say  whether 
that  is  a  condition  which  is  fair  or  otherwise. 
That  comes  on  the  preamble^  and  before  I  can 
really  address  myself  to  the  preamble  of  the 
Bill  I  want  to  know  what  are  the  additional 
words — what  is  the  alternative  clause  to  carry 
out  the  decision  of  the  Committee  which  my 
learned  friend  proposes  to  bring  up.    That  cannot 
be  brovight  except  by  the  consent  of  the  council 
itself.    In  fact,  you  will  remember,  sir,  that  ray 
friend's  position — I  quite  agree  if  it  were  an 
ordinary  case  I  should  take  his  assurance  as 
counsel — is  that  his  authority  as   counsel  to 
accept  the  decision  of  this  Committee  has  been 
absolutely  Avithdrawn  by  the    county  council 
itself,  and  therefore  it  does  seem  to  me  that  not 
only  we  as  opponents,  but  the  Committee,  are 
entitled  to  know  what  the  promoters  really  mean 
to  bring  forward. 

Chairman.'^  But  1  do  not  understand  that  Mr,- 
Balfour  Browne's  authority  to  speak  for  the 
county  council  has  been  withdrawn.  He  is 
here,  and  I  am  sure  he  would  not  be  here  luiless 
he  were  authorised  to  be  here  by  the  Parlia- 
mentary Agent  of  the  county  council  ;  therefore, 
so  long  as  he  addresses  us,  I  must  consider,  what- 
ever I  may  see  in  debates  taking  place  in  the 
county  council  on  interlocutory  proceedings, 
that  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  them.  We 
must  accept  what  he  says  ;  I  mean  as  coming 
from  the  county  council.  I  am  entitled  to  accept 
what  he  says  as  coming  from  the  county  council, 
and  he  says  that  the  interpretation  which  he 
puts  upon  the  resolution  arrived  at  by  the 
county  council  will  some  one  read  it  for  me  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  The  words  are  these  : 
'  That  we  be  authoi-ised  to  draft  an  alternative  clause 
and  submit  it  to  the  council  for  its  approval." 

Chairman.]  Then  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  says  that 
he  understands  those  words  "alternative  clause  " 
in  the  sense  of  a  clause  which  would  really  carry 
out  the  decision  arrived  at  by  this  Committee.  I 
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quite  agree  that  if  the  intention  of  that  alternative 
clause  has  the  meaning  which  was  expressed  in 
some  of  the  speeches  which  were  read  to  me,  that 
that  would  not  be  carrying  out  the  decision  of 
this  Committee.  But  it  would  be  an  entirely 
different  thing.  But  I  understand  from  Mr. 
Balfour  Browne  that  he  goes  on  with  the  case  in 
the  meantime,  accepting  the  words  •'  alternative 
clause  "  in  the  sense  that  it  is  to  be  a  clause  to 
carry  out  the  decision  arrived  at  by  this  Com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  Pope.]  I  quite  accept  my  learned  friend's 
bona  Jides ;  he  is  entitled  by  his  authority  as 
counsel  to  speak  for  the  council ;  but  by  resolu- 
tion of  the  council  he  is  expressly  excluded 
from  binding  them  to  any  clause  which  he  may 
prepare  or  which  he  may  accept,  and  all  I  ask 
— you  will  understand  I  do  not  say  he  is  not  to  go 
on  wdth  his  case — is  that  before  I  am  asked  to 
go  on  Avith  my  case  I  may  be  furnished  with  the 
alternative  clause  which  he  proposes  to  bring 
forward. 

The  Committee-room  was  cleared. 

After  a  short  time  counsel  and  parties  were 
again  called  in. 

Chairman.']  The  Committee  are  very  reluctant, 
at  this  period  of  the  Session,  to  lose  even  one  day 
if  it  can  be  avoided.  It  would  be  hardly  worth 
while  to  go  further,  at  this  sitting,  with  the 
evidence  ;  but  to-morrow  the  Committee  would 
like  to  hear  further  evidence  of  the  kind  we  were 
receiving  when  this  interpolation  took  place  ;  that 
is  to  say,  the  evidence  of  the  counties  outside  the 
London  county,  and  which  evidence,  we  think, 
can  be  proceeded  with  without  its  being  affected 
iby  whatever  decision  may  be  arrived  at  with 
regard  to  Clause  6.  Therefore,  we  will  ask  the 
parties  to  be  ready  to  go  on  to-morrow  with  that 
part  of  the  case,  and,  in  fact,  any  part  of  the  case 


they  may  choose  to  present  which  is  not  directly 
affected  by  the  ultimate  decision  on  Clause  6. 

The  Committee  think  that  it  would  be  more 
convenient  that  the  opponents  of  this  Bill  should, 
if  possible — in  fact  that  they  should  have  before 
ihem  what  is  the  real  mind  of  the  county  council 
as  to  proceeding  with  the  Bill,  having  regard  to 
the  decision  arrived  at  by  the  Committee  on 
Clause  6,  and,  for  this  purpose,  that  both  this 
Committee,  and  the  counsel  for  the  opponents  of 
the  Bill,  should  have  before  them  the  form  in  which 
the  county  council  propose  to  submit  their 
alterations  of  Clause  6.  The  Committee  under- 
stand that  the  ordinary  meeting  of  the  London 
County  Council  will  be  held  on  Tuesday  next; 
but  we  think  it  is  due  to  this  Committee  that 
the  county  council  should,  if  possible,  hold  an 
earlier  meeting,  so  that  they  may  be  able  to 
present  us  with  their  final  decision  as  to 
Clause  6,  when  we  assemble  on  Tuesdav.  We  trust 
that  the  county  covmcil  will  meet  the  view  and 
the  convenience  of  this  Committee  by  doing  so ; 
but  if  they  shoidd  be  unwilling  or  unable  to  do 
so,  then  we  must  adjourn  the  proceedings  until 
Wednesday,  or  until  such  further  day  as  may 
be  necessary.  The  Committee  would  point  out 
that  it  is  not  in  the  interests  of  the  promoters  of 
the  Bill  that  any  time  should  be  lost.  It  will 
not  be,  probably,  an  easy  thing  to  get  through 
the  work  of  these  two  Bills  during  this  Session, 
and  every  day  we  lose  will  be  to  the  dis- 
advantage of  the  promoters  of  the  Bills.  But 
quite  apart  from  that  consideration,  the  Com- 
mittee have  directed  me  to  say  that  they  think 
it  is  due  to  the  Committee,  under  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  that  the  county 
council  should,  if  possible,  be  in  a  position  to 
announce  their  decision  on  Tuesday  morning 
when  we  meet. 

[Adjourned  till  to-morrow  at 
Twelve  o'clock. 
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MEMBERS  PRESENT 


Mr.  Ainsworth. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 


Sir  H,  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  David  Plunket. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Eight  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  James  Bigwood,  m 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3560.  You  are  a  Member  of  the  House  of 
Commons,  and  you  represent  one  of  the  divisions 
of  Middlesex,  do  you  not  ? — I  do. 

3561.  Which  division  is  that?— The  Brent- 
ford Division  of  Middlesex. 

3562.  Are  you  an  alderman  of  the  County 
Council  of  Middlesex  ? — I  am. 

3563.  And  chairman  of  the   Parliamentr  y 
Committee  ? — Yes. 

3564.  Is  the  Middlesex  County  Council  a 
strong  body  ?  —Very  strong. 

3565.  1  think  it  includes  six  Members  of 
Parliament  and  four  Members  of  the  other 
House  ? — Yes. 

3566.  And  is  thoroughly  representative  of  the 
interests  of  Middlesex  ? — Thoroughly. 

3567.  How  many  urban  and  rural  sanitary 
authorities  are  there  in  the  county  ? — There  are 

'33  urban  and  rural  sanitary  authorities. 

3568.  Are  the  relations  between  the  Middle- 
sex County  Council  and  the  local  authorities  in 
Middlesex  harmonious? — Very;  they  are  most 
admirable  relations. 

3569.  Has  it  been  arranged  between  the  local 
authorities  and  the  County  Council  of  Middlesex 
that  the  County  Council  should  protect  their 
interests  and  represent  them  before  this  Com- 
mittee ? — Yes.  There  was  a  motion  on  the  24th 
January  1895,  with  direct  reference  to  the 
opposition  to  these  Bills,  in  these  terms  :  "  That 
it  be  referred  to  the  Parliamentary  Committee 
to  take  ail  necessary  action  between  the 
meetings  of  the  Council  to  protect  the  interests 
of  the  county  in  connection  with  the  opposition 
to  any  Parliamentary  Bills  and  Provisional 
Orders  of  the  Session  1895,  and  that  all  the 
powers  of  the  Council  be  delegated  to  the  Com- 
mittee accordingly,  and  the  seal  of  the  County 
Council  be  affixed  to  any  petitions  approved  by 
the  Committee."  Then,  subsequently  to  that, 
after  we  had  attended  a  conference,  the  Council 
expressed  their  confidence  in  the  Parliamentary 
Committee. 

Chairman. 

3570.  Which  conference  ? — There  was  a  con- 
ference between  the  Parliamentary  Committee 
of  the  County  Council  of  Middlesex  and  renre- 
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.P.,  sworn;  and  Examined. 

Chairman—  continued.  ,  j 

sentatives  of  the  district  councils  in  the  county 
with  reference  to  the  Water  Companies'  Transfer 
Bills  promoted  by  the  London  County  Council. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3571.  I  believe  several  of  the  local  authoritie  s 
in  Middlesex  have,  in  fact,  petitioned  against  th  e 
Bill,  have  they  not? — Yes,  but  they  left  that 
work  very  much  to  us  to  do. 

3572.  So  that,  taking  it  shortly,  I  may  say 
you  appear  here  not  only  as  representing  the 
Middlesex  County  Covmcil,  but  also  the  local 
authorities  who  are  affected  by  these  Bills  ? — I 
think  you  may  take  that  substantially. 

3573.  Can  you  mention  the  companies  which 
have  a  right  of  supply  within  the  area  of  the 
Middlesex  County  Council  ? — The  Grand  Junc- 
tion and  the  West  Middlesex,  the  New  River, 
and  the  East  London. 

3574.  The  New  River  and  the  East  London 
being  to  the  north  east,  and  the  West  Middlesex 
and  Grand  Junction,  which,  I  think,  are  sur- 
rounded by  a  brown  line  on  the  map,  are  the 
companies  on  the  west  ? — Yes.  Several  of  the 
other  companies  have  power  to  supply  parts  of 
Middlesex,  but  the  power  is  not  exercised  to  any 
extent. 

3575.  Does  that  make  a  considerable  portion 
of  the  most  thickly-populated  part  of  Middlesex 
within  the  area  of  Water  supply  of  those  com- 
panies ? — Yes. 

3576.  And  a  large  portion  of  the  water  which 
is  furnished  by  those  companies  is  drawn  from 
wells,  and  other  sources  of  supply  within  the 
county  of  Middlesex  ? — Yes. 

3577.  Do  you  feel  that,  apart  from  other  con- 
siderations, Middlesex  has  a  primary  claim  to  the 
water  that  is  found  within  the  county  itself?— 
Undoubtedly.  I  might  say  from  my  own  per- 
sonal experience  that,  as  the  river  supplies  get 
less  in  quantity  in  seasons  of  drought,  the 
Middlesex  companies  create  a  much  larger  de- 
mand on  the  Middlesex  water.  I  can  tell  that 
I'rom  practical  experience. 

3578.  You  mean  to  say  when  the  river  gets 
low  they  |)ump  more  from  the  wells  ? — More 
comes  from  the  chalk. 

3579.  Can  you  .  mention  to  the  Committee 
L  L  4  -»—  where 
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where  the  most  important  of  the  wells  are  ? — Of 
which  company  ? 

3580.  Take  the  New  River  Company  first? — 
They  have  got  wells  at  Highfield,  Camp«bourne, 
and  Betstile,  at  Edmonton  and  Horns<ey,  and 
New  Southgate. 

3581.  That  is  to  say,  the  Highfield  well  is  at 
Edmonton,  the  Campsbourne  well  at  Hornsey, 
and  the  Betstiie  at  Edmonton  ? — Yes. 

3582.  Can  you  tell  me  what  the  population  of 
Middlesex  was  in  1871  ?— In  lb71  it  was 
-320,000. 

3583.  And  in  1891?  — In  1891  it  was 
560,012. 

3584.  Can  you  tell  me  at  all  what  the  popu- 
lation is  now  ? — There  is  an  estimated  population 
-of  663,934. 

3585.  I  ask  you  generally  ;  I  do  not  know 
whether  you  are  in  a  position  to  give  figures,  but 
is  it  the  fact  that  the  ])opulation  within  those 
■districts  of  Middlesex  which  immediately  join 
London  is  increasing  very  rapidly  ? — I  think  it 
has  doubled  during  the  last  quarter  of  a 
century. 

3586.  1  do  not  know  whether  you  know  at  all 
the  estimated  rate  of  increase  which  is  going  on 
there? — No,  I  cannot  give  you  any  figures  with 
regard  to  that. 

■  3587.  I  ask  you,  generally,  what  is  the  view  of 
the  County  Council  with  reference  to  London 
having  authority  within  the  county  of  Middlesex  ? 
— They  want,  I  think,  to  stand  generally  on  one 
side  in  a  totally  independent  position. 

3588.  A  gain,  quite  generally,  is  that  a  position 
which  they  have  consistently  taken  up  from  the 
very  outset  ? — From  the  very  first. 

3589.  And  they  have  always,  I  believe,  maoe 
that  perfectly  clear  to  the  London  County 
Council  ? — I  think  so ;  I  remember  attending  a 
conference. 

3590.  I  think  I  will  take  you  through  that  in 
order.  In  the  first  place,  did  the  London  County 
Council  petition  against  the  Water  Commission 
Bill  and  the  London  Water  Supply  Bill  in  1891  ? 
—Yes. 

3591.  And  did  Mr.  Littler,  the  chairman  of 
the  Council,  give  evidence  upon  those  Bills  ? — 
Yes. 

3592.  Strictly  we  are  not  entitled  to  say  what 
he  said,  but  I  may  ask  you,  was  the  view  of 
Middlesex  as  expressed  by  him  substantially  to 
the  effect  that  Middlesex  must  stand  altogether 
outside  London  ? — Undoubtedly,  The  evidence 
that  Mr.  Littler  gave  as  chairman  of  our  Council 
was  entirely  based  on  the  assumption  that  the 
idea  of  Middlesex  was  to  stand  entirely  outside 
any  arrangement  which  London  might  think  fit 
to  make  or  propose. 

3593.  Did  you  attend  a  meeting  on  the  8th 
May  1891,  summoned,  1  think,  by  the  London 
County  Council,  and  consisting  of  representa- 
tives of  the  London  County  Council  and  various 
outside  authorities  ? — Yes  ;  I  attended  a  con- 
ference between  the  niembers  of  the  London 
County  Council  and  niembers  and  representa- 
tives of  the  various  authorities  in  the  metropolitan 
water  area  outside  the  cuunty  of  London,  on  the 
8th  May  1891. 

3594.  Were  certain  proposals  submitted  to  the 
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conference  by  the  London  County  Conncil? — 
Yes. 

3595.  I  think  it  will  be  convenient  if  you  will 
read  what  those  proposals  were.  They  were 
proposals  for  a  basis  of  some  kind  of  agreement 
between  London  and  the  outside  authorities? — 
Shall  I  read  the  whole  of  Mr.  Littler's  remarks  ? 

3596.  I  want,  before  you  come  to  Mr.  Littler's 
remarks,  to  read  the  proposals  made  by  the 
London  County  Council.  They  are  already  on 
the  Notes,  so  perhaps  it  will  be  more  convenient 
if  I  read  them.  The  first  one  was,  "  That  the 
system  of  water  management  and  distribution  as 
generally  adopted  at  the  principal  provmcial 
towns  would  be  preferable  for  application  to 
London  and  neighbourhood,  rather  than  the 
establishment  of  a  water  trust  as  proposed  by  the 
pending  Bill."  That  referred  to  the  particular 
proposals  made  by  the  Water  Commission  Bill, 
did  it  not  ? — Quite  so. 

3597.  And  was  not,  as  you  understood  dt  the 
conference,  designed  to  meet  the  general  proposi- 
tion of  a  trust? — I  presume  so,  but  at  that 
conference  it  is  only  fair  to  say  that  the 
Members  of  Parliament  who  were  present  were 
the  first  to  commence  their  remarks,  and  Mr. 
Littler  rather  wished  it  to  be  understood,  inas- 
much as  those  Members  were  anxious  to  get  back 
to  the  House  of  Commons,  that  the  views  of 
Middlesex  should  be  heard  in  the  first  instance. 

3598.  So  that  you  would  rather  begin  by 
saying  what  the  views  of  Middlesex  were  ? — 
Yes,  that  was  the  order  in  which  it  was  taken  at 
the  conference. 

3599.  Perhaps  you  will  just  say  what  the  pro- 
posals were  submitted  on  behalf  of  Middlesex  ? 
— I  think  I  can  put  them  by  reading  an  extract, 
very  briefly.  Mr.  Littler,  in  his  remarks  on 
page  4,  at  the  opening  of  the  meeting,  said  this, 
Mr.  Dixon-Hartland  first  started  by  asking  the 
chairman  if  he  would  kindly  take  Members  of 
Parliament  first,  as  they  had  to  get  back  to  the 
House,  and  then  the  sum  and  substance  of  Mr. 
Littler's  views  seemed  to  be  stated  in  this 
sentence:  "We  have  formulated  three  heads 
under  which  we  think  owv  needs  ought  to  be 
divided,  and  which  we  think  are  essential  to  any 
satisfactory  proposal  dealing  with  this  question. 
We  are  quite  desirous  of  assisting  in  every  way 
in  ,the  solution  of  the  ureat  question  of  the 
London  water  supply.  It  must  not  be  supposed 
from  anything  that  I  say  that  we  are  in  the 
slightest  degree  desirous  of  obstructing  or  inter- 
fering. At  the  same  time  we  must  take  care 
of  our  interests.  The  three  heads  under  which 
we  think  our  needs  ought  to  be  divided  are, 
first,  that  no  scheme  shall  be  acceptable  to 
Middlesex  which  does  not  provide  for  no  further 
water  being  abstracted  from  the  Middlesex 
water."  Then  he,  further  on,  said,  "  We  want 
the  independent  control  from  the  beginning  by 
Middlesex  ;  fir^t,  of  their  source  cf  supply  ; 
secondly,  of  their  service  ;  and  thirdly,  absolute 
non-interference  with  Middlesex,  either  as  to 
rating  or  otherwise.  Those  are  the  three  heads 
which  we  think  will  meet  our  views."  That  is 
the  position  of  afl^airs  to-dav,  and  that  was  so  in 
1891. 

3600.  But,  to  make  it  quite  clear  to  the  C'om- 
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mittee  what  happened  at  that  conference,  would 
you  turn  to  the  resolutions  whicli  are  set  out  at 
the   end,  and  which    are  also   set  out  in  the 
Minutes  at  page  474  ?— Yes,  I  have  them. 

3601.  You  see  that  the  first  resolution  which 
was  adopted  at  that  conference  was  one  which  I 
read  to  the  Committee  just  now  ? — Quite  so. 

3602.  Now  1  want  to  ask  you  if  thp  Water 
Trust,  "  as  proposed  by  the  pending  Bill,"  is  to 
be  taken  as  meaning  what  it  says,  and  that  it  is 
not  a  declaration  against  all  Water  Trusts,  but 
against  that  particular  Water  Trust? — Yes, 
against  that  particular  Water  Trust. 

3603.  The  next  one  was  :  "That the  question 
of  the  efficiency  of  the  present  sources  of  supply 
for  the  future  i-cquirements  of  London  and  neigh- 
bourhood must  be  adequately  investigated  before 

.  any  decision  can  be  come  to  as  to  the  expediency 
or  terms  of  purchasing  all  or  any  part  of  the 
undertakings  of  the  water  companies."  That 
also  was  a  view  Middlesex  held  very  strongly  ? 
— Very  strongly  ? 

3604.  The  third  was,  "  That  the  _sui)ply  of 
water  in  each  district  in  the  metropolitan  water 
area,  outside  the  boundary  of  the  county  of 
London,  should  be  as  far  as  practicable^  in  the 
hands  of  the  local  authority  of  such  district,  and 
within  the  county  of  London  in  the  hands  of  the 
London  County  Council "  ? — Yes,  that  was 
carried  unanimously. 

3605.  Those  three  were  carried  unanimously. 
Now,  I  want  to  refer  you  to  the  two  following  pro- 
posals, which  Avere  not  cai-ried :  "  That  these 
objects  should  be  effected  by  constituting  the 
London  County  Council,  in  the  first  instance, 
the  water  authority  for  the  county  of  London, 
and  lor  the  adjoining  area  now  supplied  by  any 
metropolitan  water  company  whose  undertaking 
may  be  acquired  by  the  London  County 
Council "  ? — That  was  not  carried. 

3606.  And,  fifth,  that  "In  the  event  of  the 
undertaking  of  any  metropolitan  water  company 
being  purchased,  any  local  authority  outside  the 
London  County  boundary,  and  within  the  area  of 
supply  of  such  company,  shall  have  the  option 
either  (I)  of  purchasing  on  suitable  terms  so 
much  of  the  works  of  distribution  as  is  appro- 
priated to  the  district  of  such  local  authority, 
with  the  right  to  a  supply  of  water  in  bulk  from 
the  London  Council  on  terms  to  be  arranged  ;  or 
(2)  of  having  water  supplied  direct  by  the 
London  County  Council."  Taking  that  fifth 
paragraph,  that  is  substantially  the  2)roposal  made 
in  the  present  Bill? — Yes. 

3607.  And  that  is  one  which  Middlesex  has 
always  expressed  hostility  to  and  never  accepted  ? 
— Undoubtedly. 

Sir.  H.  Stafford  Northcotc.]  Were  those  two 
proposals  voted  upon  ? 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3608.  No,  they  were  adjourned  ;  they  were 
not  voted  upon.  (To  the  Witness.)  The 
London  Water  Commission  Bill  and  the  London 
Water  Su])])ly  Bill  were,  as  we  have  heard, 
rejected.  Did  the  Parliamentary  Committee  of 
the  Middlesex  ('ounty  Council  report  to  their 
council  to  that  effect,  and  fornudate  their  views 
of  the  necessities  of  the  county  in  connection 
with  water  supply  — Yes. 
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3609.  Would  you  inform  the  Committee- what 
the  terms  of  that  Report  were.  The  date  of  the 
Report  is  the  22nd  July  1891  ? — "Your  Gom- 
mittee  are  of  opinion  that  the  interests  of  the  county 
require  that  in  any  dealing  with  the  question 
of  the  London  water  supply  as  it  affects  Middle- 
sex, provision  should  be  made  against  {n)  the 
sinking  of  any  new  wells  in  the  county  ;  {!>) 
the  deepening  of  any  existing  wells  in  the 
county  ;  and  (c)  for  lim'ting  the  abstraction  of 
Avater  for  the  London  ur  any  other  external 
water  supply  from  Middlesex."  Then  "  that  no 
scheme  would  be  acceptable  to  Middlesex  which 
does  not  provide  {a)  for  no  further  water  being 
abstracted  from  the  Middlesex  area  ;  {b)  for  the 
independent  control  from  the  bei^inning  of  {a) 
the  sources  of  supply,  and  (b)  the  supply  ser- 
vice." Then  "  the  absolute  non-interference 
with  Middlesex  as  to  rating  or  otherwise." 

3610.  I  believe  that  the  next  conference  (I  do 
not  know  whether  you  have  a  note  of  it )  you 
were  not  present  at.  This  is  a  case  Mr.  Littler 
could  have  proved,  but  perhaps  the  Committee 
will  allow  you  to  state  what  it  is.  It  is  on  the 
notes,  but  I  want  to  read  what  Middlesex  said 
at  the  Conference  in  1894. 

Mr.  Worsley  I'aylor.^  If  it  is  on  the  notes  you 
have  a  right  to  read  it. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3611.  Mr.  Littler,  perhaps  you  can  tell  us, 
was  at  the  Conference  held  on  the  13th  «luly 
1894  ? — I  was  not  present. 

3612.  YouAvere  Jiot,  but  1  do  not  know  whether 
you  do  know  that  Mr.  Littler  Avas  there  with  Sir 
Frederick  Dixon-Hartland  for  Middlesex  ? — Yes. 

3613.  In  reference  to  that,  Mr.  Littler  said 
that  he  had  a  meeting  of  the  voluntary  Com- 
mittee of  the  Home  Counties  to  consider  this 
proposal,  the  proposal  being  substantially,  I 
understand,  the  proposal  embodied  in  the  present 
Bill?— Yes. 

3614.  Mr.  Littler  said:  "The  last  proposal 
\vhich  is  before  us  is  one  Avhich  is  dated  from 
here  on  the  27th  July  1894,  and  I  may  remind 
those  who  are  interested  in  the  matter  that  the 
two  proposals  which  are  now  put  forward  are 
identical  with  those  which  Avei'e  put  forward  in 
1891,  and  on  that  occasion  so  little  approval  did 
they  receive  that  they  were  both  of  them  ad- 
journed ;  and  I  am  bound  to  say  that,  so  far  as 
the  County  Council  of  Middlesex  are  concerned, 
had  we  knoAvn  that  these  were  the  proposals,  we 
should  certainly  not  have  asked  you  to  spend  your 
time  in  discussing  the  matter  to-day,  because 
they  are  absolutely  each  of  them  to  our  minds 
entirely  unacceptable,  unless  Parliament  compels 
us  to  accept  them.  I  am  not  going  to  discuss 
the  question  of  water  supply,  because,  though  it 
is  a  question  that  has  been  discussed,  it  has  never 
been  fully  discussed  with  regard  to  such  under- 
takings as  these  companies.  Noav,  as  regards 
these  companies,  there  are  several  policies  Avhich 
must  be  pursued.  One  is  to  leave  them  alone. 
Another  is  to  have  a  regulating  Act  similar  to 
the  Gas  Acts.  Another  is  to  have  a  water  trust, 
Avhich  a  great  many  iieople  I'ather  approve  of. 
Another  is  to  purchase  and  control  by  the  County 
Council  absolutely.  Then  there  are  the  two  alter- 
natives which  you  suggested,  and  there  is  another 
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proposal  which  is  advocated,  and  that  is  that 
whatever  is  done  (supposing  the  purchase  is 
approved  of,  about  which  we  say  nothing)  the 
principle  which  is  adopted  in  Birmingham  should 
be  adopted  here,  namely,  that  inasmuch  as  the 
sources  of  supply  are  beyond  the  county  of 
London,  and  are  within  the  counties  of  Hertford, 
Middlesex,  and  Surrey,  those  counties  should  have 
ihe  right,  if  they  think  fit,  of  purchasing,  by 
such  machinery  as  should  be  approved,  the  por- 
tions of  the  undertaking  which  are  appi-opriate 
to  the  county.  That  is  a  principle  which  we 
have  adhered  to  from  the  beginning,  and  from 
which  I  do  not  think  there  is  much  prospect  of 
the  counties  varying,  assuming  always  that  any 
case  is  made  out  for  purchase  at  all,  with  regard 
to  which  we  say  nothing,  and  assuming  also  that 
the  London  County  Council  are  decided  to  be 
the  proper  persons  to  purchase,  with  regard  to 
which  again  we  say  nothing,  because  it  is  not  in 
our  province  to  do  so."  That  is  substantially,  I 
think,  the  etfect  of  what  Mr.  Littler  said  on 
behalf  of  Middlesex  ? — Yes,  it  is. 

3615.  Were  the  present  Bills  laid  before  the 
Parliamentary  Committee  of  the  Middlesex 
County  CouncU?— They  were. 

3616.  Did  they  report  on  the  25th  of  January 
last  ? — Yes. 

3617.  Was  the  substance  of  that  report  to 
the  effect  that  they  adhered  to  the  views  which 
they -had  expressed  in  1891  ? — Yes. 

3618.  Was  that  report  received  by  the  Council 
and  approved  ? — Yes. 

3619.  So  that  I  think  it  is  not  an  exaggeration 
to  say  that  from  the  very  first  moment  Middlesex 
have  always  made  it  perfectly  clear  to  the  London 
County  Council  what  their  views  are,  and  they 
never  varied  from  them  in  the  least  ? — I  think 
so,  undoubtedly. 

3620.  The  Council,  therefore,  I  gather,  think 
it  inexpedient  that  London  should  acquire  the 
powers  of  su23ply  of  any  of  the  companies  in 
Middlesex  ?■ — ^That  is  their  view. 

3621.  Do  they  consider  that  because  the 
interests  of  London  are  in  many  respects  antago- 
nistic to  the  interests  of  Middlesex  ?— Yes. 

3622.  Do  you  know  whether  the  London 
County  Council  think  that  too  ? — 1  believe  it 
was  admitted  the  other  day. 

3623.  Of  course,  the  Middlesex  County  Coun- 
cil in  expressing  their  view  have  been  anxious 
to  consult  the  interests  of  the  inhabitants  ? — 
Yes. 

362-^.  What  do  you  anticipate  would  be  the 
inunediate  result  of  any  such  step  if  Parliament 
approved  of  it  as  empowering  London  to  supply 
Middlesex  ? — -In  what  regard  ? 

3625.  In  reference  to  rates ;  what  is  your 
feeling  about  that  ? — I  should  be  very  much  of 
opinion  that  the  rates  would  increase. 

3626.  Could  you  explain,  shortly,  what  your 
grounds  arc  for  that  opinion  ? — I  look  upon  the 
whole  question  of  the  London  Water  Supply 
being  purchased  by  the  Loudon  County  Council 
as  being  a  very  huge  piece  of  business  about 
which  it  is  very  doubtful  indeed  that  vou  could 
prophecy  it  would  be  a  financial  success,  and  in 
the  event  of  its  not  being  a  financial  success,  it 
would  cost  more  money  than  it  doQS  at  the  pre- 
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sent  moment,  and  so  the  rates  must  increase  on 
that  ground. 

3627.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  know  that 
the  London  County  Council  have  more  than 
once  expressed  a  hostility  to  the  supplies  of  the 
Thames  and  Lea,  that  is  to  say,  that  they  think 
them  not  sufficient  and  adequate  for  the  needs 
of  London  ? — Yes,  that  may  be  true. 

3628.  And,  of  course,  it  they  went  for  a  great 
addition  to  that  supply,  either  to  Wales  or  else- 
where, would  that  be  an  extra  element  of  expen- 
diture ? — Undoubtedly  ;  and  if  Middlesex  were 
embodied  m  London  in  this  matter,  they  would 
feel  it  in  the  question  of  rates. 

3629.  In  reference  to  that,  is  it  one  of  your 
fears  that  London  might  be  tempted,  not  only 
to  throw  a  fair  proportion,  but  an  unfair  propor- 
tion, upon  Middlesex,  of  any  expenditure  it 
might  be  put  to,  that  is  to  say,  that  they  might 
have  a  differential  rate,  and  impose  a  greater 
rate  on  those  outside  London  than  those  inside  ? 
— Yes,  they  perhaps  would  do  that. 

3630.  Do  you  see  any  great  benefit  that  would 
arise  to  Middlesex  from  any  such  transfer  as 
this? — None  whatever. 

3631.  And  is  your  opinion  strengthened  on 
that  subject  by  the  certainty  of  the  very  rapid 
increase  in  the  population  in  Middlesex  which 
would  be  affected  ?  —  Yes.  Middlesex  has 
enough  water  for  its  own  purposes,  and  more  to 
spare,  and  it  is  not  likely  that  any  scheme  by 
which  any  large  additional  supply  of  water 
would  be  brought  to  London  could  be  brought 
about  without  having  a  demand  also  on  the  spare 
water  Middlesex  has,  and  in  that  case  Middlesex 
would  have  to  pay  again  for  its  own  property 
twice  over. 


Chair 


man. 


3632.  Are  the  inhabitants,  so  far  as  you  know 
at  present,  tolerably  well  satisfied  as  to  the 
quality  of  the  water  ? — Yes,  I  think  they  are. 
At  the  present  moment,  of  course,  water  com- 
panies are  not  in  popular  esteem,  in  consequence 
of  the  late  frost,  but  very  likely  the  public  have 
not  thought  that  in  the  event  of  meeting  such  a 
disaster  as  that,  probably  in  the  future,  a  good 
deal  of  money  will  have  to  be  laid  out  in  the 
lowering  of  mains,  and  in  the  junction  of  those 
mains  which  exist  already,  and  which  are  the 
parts  very  likely  to  be  frozen  in  the  first  instance 
with  the  private  consumers'  taps.  I  think,  witli 
that  exception,  the  feeling  which  exists  in  con- 
sequence of  the  late  frost,  Middlesex  are  satisfied 
with  their  supply ;  the  water  is  excellent  in 
quality  and  abundant  in  quantity. 

3633.  Do  they  consider  that  the  various  com- 
panies (I  think  four  or  five)  which  supply 
Middlesex,  deal  reasonably  fairly  with  them? — 
Yes,  I  am  speaking  more  particularly  of  the 
Grand  Junction  Company  now.  I  know  they 
had  some  difficulty  a  time  ago  with  the  water  of 
the  West  Middlesex,  whose  supply  was  not  quite 
so  satisfactory  as  it  might  have  been,  but  I  think 
that  has  been  remedied  now. 

Lord  .Robert  Cecil, 

3634.  Do  you  consider  the  observations  which 
have  been  made  by  Sir  John  Lubbock,  to  the 
effect  that  smce  the  water  companies  are  now 
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paying  their  maximum  dividend  any  increase  in 
their  profits  might  be  to  the  relief  of  the  ratepayers 
in  Middlesex  ? — I  do  not  see  where  the  increase 
of  the  profits  is  to  come  in. 

3635.  The  quinquennial  valuation  is  the 
suggestion,  I  believe  ;  at  any  rate,  supposing 
there  is  an  increase  of  profit,  it  must  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  ratepayers,  and  not  that  of  the 
companies  ? — Yes. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3636.  As  I  understand  you,  the  transfers  in 
Avhich  Middlesex  are  interested  are  those  of  the 
Grand  Junction,  the  West  Middlesex,  and  the 
New  River  Companies  ?— Yes. 

3637.  So  that,  except  that  these  Bills  with  ref  ei'- 
ence  to  Lam]>eth  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
may  throw  some  light  on  those  transfers,  you 
cannot  be  said  to  be  very  materially  interested 
in  the  present  Bills  ? — Quite  so. 

3638.  In  regard  to  three  companies  I  have 
named,  the  Grand  Junction,  the  West  Middlesex, 
and  the  New  River  Companies,  you  would  agree 
that,  geographically,  as  they  supply  Middlesex, 
so  they  supply  London  as  well  ? — Yes. 

3639.  Therefore,  with  regard  to  all  those 
three,  the  claims  of  London,  without  disputing 
about  jDopulation,  in  or  out  or  anything  of  that 
kind,  are  at  any  rate  as  great  as  those  of  Middle- 
sex ? — I  would  admit  that. 

3640.  And  as  was  said  at  the  Confei'ence  of 
1891  by  my  learned  friend  Mr.  Littler  on  behalf 
of  Middlesex,  so  you  would  say  now  :  "We  are 
quite  desirous  of  assisting  in  every  way  in  the 
solution  of  the  great  question  of  the  London 
Water  supply.  It  must  not  be  supposed  from 
anything  that  I  say  that  we  are  in  the  slightest 
degree  desirous  of  obstructing  or  interfering  "  ? 
— I  can  give  you  my  personal  views  upon  that. 
I  do  think  that  London  requires  a  greater  water 
supply.  I  think  personally  (giving  my  personal 
views — I  am  not  to  be  answerable  for  the  views 
of  those  people  you  refer  to)  that  London  requires 
a  greater  supply  of  water  than  it  has  at  the 
present  moment,  and  that  the  water  supply  is  not 
adequate. 

364 L  And  I  suppose,  as  my  friend  Mr.  Littler 
said,  you  would  be  desirous  of  assisting  in  the 
solution  of  a  question  of  that  kind? — Yes.  First 
of  all,  if  you  do  not  interfere  Avith  us. 

3642.  And  you  go  as  far  as  he  did,  that  you 
would  not  be  desirous  of  obstructing  or  inter- 
fering with  what  may  be  the  legitimate  wishes 
of  London  so  long  as  London  is  kept  to  itself  ? 
—Yes. 

3643.  Further,  with  regard  to  the  matter  of 
purchase,  was  ray  learned  friend,  Mr.  Littler, 
representing  rightly  the  views  of  Middlesex  when 
he  said,  on  the  23rd  of  June  1891,  in  answer  to 
Question  5990,  "  your  own  peojjle"  (that  is,  the 
Middlesex  people  at  large)  "  are  in  favour  of  a 
settlement  by  purchase  probably,  are  they  ? — 
Yes."  That  would  hold  good,  I  suppose,  now, 
as  it  did  then  ? — I  should  think  so. 

3644.  Would  you  agree  with  another  answer 
of  his  which  he  gave  then,  at  Question  5994  : 
"Then  I  take  it  you  favour  the  proposition  that 
the  County  Council  should  supply  water  if  they 
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wish  to  do  so? — As  I  sar,  I  favour  the  idea  of 
leaving  the  counties  alone,  and  I  have  nothing  to 
do  with  who  does  ic  in  London  ;  all  I  care  about 
is,  if  there  is  to  be  an  alteration,  that  we  should 
do  it  in  Middlesex."  That  I  take  to  be  your 
attitude  still? — Yes. 

3645.  Then  further,  at  Question  5923,  where 
he  is  cross-examined  by  Mr.  Bidder  :  "  If  I 
understand  your  view,  the  matter  in  respect  of 
which  you  desire  further  light  and  information  is 
as  to  the  ultimate  arrangement  between  your- 
selves and  the  London  County  Council  or  the 
London  Water  Trust  for  the  purchase  of  the 
imdertakings  and  sources  of  supply  on  the  north 
of  the  Thames  ? — "  That  is  so  ;  "  and  that  is  what 
I  understand  you  to  want  carefully  guarded  ? — 
That  is  so. 

3646.  You  also  agree,  I  supposi?,  with  what  he 
said  then,  that  in  all  matters  of  negotiation  and 
giving  information  the  London  County  Coiuicil 
have  been  most  courteous  and  ready  to  assist 
you  in  every  possible  way  ? — I  do  not  think  I 
can  go  so  far  as  that,  because  my  experience  is 
not  of  much  value  in  that  regard.  1  have  had 
no  direct  relations  with  the  London  County 
Council. 

3647.  Very  well.  If  Mr.  Littler,  who  had 
negotiations  with  them,  said  so,  you  would  not 
wish  to  qualify  that  for  a  moment  ? — I  should 
not. 

3648.  Since  that  time  do  yoti  know  that  there 
have  been  conferences  between  yourselves, 
amongst  other  local  authorities  outside  London, 
and  the  County  Council  ? — Yes. 

3649.  And  your  views  were  expressed  clearly 
at  the  first  conference,  which  is  in  print,  and  to 
which  we  can  refer  hereafter  ? — That  is  the 
Conference  of  1891  ? 

3650.  Yes,  and  the  recent  conference  ? — I  was 
not  present  at  that. 

3651.  Let  me  shorten  the  matter  in  this  way. 
You  have  defined  what  you  want,  and  I  will  put 
it  shortly  as  adequate  protection  for  Middlesex  ; 
have  you  any  reason  to  doubt  that  when  we 
come  to  discuss  those  three  Bills  we  can  arrive 
at  a  fair  adjustment  of  our  respective  rights  and 
interests  ? — It  is  quite  possible  that  you  could 
arrive  at  it. 

Chairnunt. 

3652.  Have  you  got  anything  in  your  mind 
of  the  nature  of  the  arrangement  which  might  be 
satisfactorily  made  in  the  event  of  the  policy  of 
this  Bill  coming'  to  be  applied  to  Middlesex  ? — I 
am  averse  to  the  policy  of  this  Bill.  I  do  not 
think,  I  never  have  thought,  that  the  London 
County  Council  are  a  body  adequate  or  able  to 
cope  with  this  water  question ;  that  is  my  per- 
sonal view. 

Mr.  Burnie. 

3653.  May  I  ask  why  that  conclusion  is 
arrived  at ;  on  the  ground  of  too  much  work,  is 
it  ? — Too  much  work,  and  the  gigantic  nature  of 
the  commercial  undertaking.  The  commercial 
aspects  of  such  a  large  undertaking  seem  to  me 
to  be  most  formidable. 

M  M  2  +-  3654.  What 
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Chairman. 

3654.  Wliat  I  was  rather  thinking  of  was  some 
evidence  that  we  got  from  the  representatives 
of  some  other  county  outside  the  London  County. 
Some  of  them  seemed  to  think  if  there  were  to 
be  a  purchase  they  would  like  to  purchase  the 
water  themselves,  and  use  what  they  want  and 
give  the  surplus  to  London? — We  should  have 
no  objection  to  that  course. 

3655.  That  would  satisfy  you  ? — Yes. 

Re-examined  by  Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3656.  There  is  also  another  course  which  has 
been  suggested  in  Middlesex,  is  there  not,  that 
the  Grand  Junction  and  the  West  Middlesex 
area  of  supply  could  be  re-arranged  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  TaylorP\  Is  my  learned  friend 
going  into  details  of  this  kind  in  re-exami- 
nation ? 

Chairman.^  I  wanted  rather  to  get  the  views 
of  Middlesex  as  far  as  I  could  upon  the  alterna- 
tive proposals  made.  The  witness  seems  to  have 
in  his  mind,  as  I  understand,  various  ways  in 
which  any  present  objections  to  the  proposals  in 
this  Bill,  apart  from  the  policy  which  he  indi- 
vidually objects  to,  might  be  met.  I  wanted  to 
know  what  his  view  was  exactly. 

The  Witness.]  Do  you  mean  with  regard 
to  the  solution  as  regards  Middlesex  ? 

3657.  Yes?— We  should  prefer  to  be  left 
alone  ;  that  seems  to  be  our  standpoint. 

3658.  But  assuming,  for  the  sake  of  argument, 
that  the  Preamble  of  this  Bill  were  declared 
proved,  and  that  a  similar  course  of  events 
occurred  with  reference  to  the  Bills  touching 
Middlesex,  you  seem  to  think  then,  1  gather, 
that  apart  from  your  objection  in  principle  to  the 
whole  scheme,  your  objection  in  detail  might  be 
got  over,  and  I  want  to  get  as  fully  as  I  can 
what  was  in  your  mind  on  that  point  ? — Certain 
schemes  have  been  foreshadowed  ;  such,  for 
example,  as  the  transfer  to  Middlesex  of  the 
Grrand  Junction,  the  West  Middlesex,  and  cer- 
tain portions  of  the  New  River  Company.  A 


Chairman— continued. 

scheme  like  that  could  be  carried  put ;  no  idea 
of  pressing  forward  that  scheme  as  a  line  of 
action  has  been  put  forward,  but  that  is  an  alter- 
native ;  there  is  a  very  excellent  alternative  in 
that  direction. 

3659.  Do  those  companies  supply  water  partly 
inside^the  district  of  the  London  County  Council 
and  partly  in  the  outside  districts  of  Middlesex  ? 
—Yes. 

3660.  The  point  in  my  mind  in  asking  these 
questions  is  as  to  the  division  of  the  spoil,  if  I 
may  use  that  expression,  supposing  the  present 
companies  were  to  be  bought  up ;  what  is  your  view 
as  to  the  way  in  which  such  a  transaction  should 
be  worked  out  with  reference  to  the  fact  that  at 
jn'esent  those  companies  supply  partly  within 
and  partly  without  the  limit  of  the  London 
County. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  Perhaps  you  would  allow 
me  to  interpose  to  this  extent.  I  do  not  know 
that  Mr.  Bigwood  has  been  into  the  actual  engi- 
neering question.  I  am  going  to  call  as  the  next 
witness  the  engineer. 

Chairman.]  Very  well.  If  Mr.  Bigwood 
would  rather  leave  it,  let  him  do  so. 

The  Witness.]  Yes  ;  I  would  rather  leave  it, 
but  I  am  satisfied  there  is  such  a  scheme,  and 
the  details  of  such  a  scheme  could  be  conveniently 
carried  out. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3661.  You  have  been  asked  by  my  learned 
friend  whether  you  see  any  reason  to  think 
London  will  make  an  adequate  arrangement  as 
to  Middlesex,  when  the  Bills  affecting  Middlesex 
come  before  the  Committee.  Let  me  ask  you 
this :  Have  the  views  of  Middlesex  been  before 
the  London  County  Council  since  1891  ? — Yes. 

3662.  Have  they  at  present  shown  any  sign 
whatever  of  concurring  with  those  views  ? — Not 
any. 

3663.  Or  in  any  way  meeting  them  ? — No, 

3664.  They  did  not  even  consult  you  about 
the  terms  of  this  Bill  ? — Not  at  all. 


The  Witness  withdrew. 


[r.  Thomas  Fen  wick,  sworn;  and  Examined. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3665.  Are  yow  a  member  of  the  Institution 
of  Civil  Engineers,  and  a  Fellow  of  the  Sur- 
veyors' Institution  ? — Yes. 

3666.  Have  you  carried  on  biisiness  in  York- 
shire for  about  35  years  ? — Yes. 

3667.  Have  you  been  largely  engaged  in  all 
questions  aftecting  the  supply  of  water  to  various 
towns  in  England  and  Wales,  in  the  construction 
of  waterworks  and  the  selection  of  drainage 
grounds  for  reservoirs? — Yes  ;  I  have  been  more 
or  less  engaged  in  that  business  for  the  last 
30  years. 

3668.  And  the  purchase  and  sale  of  water 
undertakings  for  corporations,  local  boards,  and 
water  companies,  and  that  kind  of  business  ? — 
Yes. 

3669.  Have  you  considered  these  Bills  which 
are  now  before  Parliament  for  the  purchase  of 


Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued. 

the  undertakings  of  the  eight  water  companies  ? 
'  — Yes,  generally  ;  as  affects  Middlesex. 

3670.  You  have  made  yourself  familiar  with 
the  areas  of  supply,  and  the  means  of  supply  in 
Middlesex  by  the  water  companies  ? — Yes. 

3671.  Will  you  point  out  to  the  Committee 
which  are  the  portions  of  Middlesex  which  are 
within  the  area  of  the  West  Middlesex  and 
Grand  Junction  Companies  respectively  ? — You 
will  find  it  more  clearly  marked  upon  my  map  ; 
a  portion  of  the  district  which  is  now  supplied 
by  the  Grand  Jimction  Company  is  coloured 
green  and  yellow ;  the  green  is  lyinq:  outside  the 
metropolitan  area  of  London,  and  the  yellow 
inside.  The  West  Middlesex  supplies  that  which 
is  coloured  blue  and  pink,  the  blue  lying  outside 
the  metropolitan  area,  and  the  pink  inside. 

3672.  Have  you  estimated  the  population  at 
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present  supplied  by  the  Grand  Junction  and 
West  Middlesex  Companies  Inside  Middlesex 
and  outside  London  ? — Yes  ;  inside  the  county 
of  Middlesex  they  supply  together  now  231,330 
persons. 

3673.  Will  you  describe  the  Grand  Junction 
Company's  works  which  are  within  Middlesex  ? 

Chair man.'\  Do  I  imderstand  that  Mr.  Fen- 
wick  comes  here  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the 
County  Council  of  Middlesex? 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.']  Yes,  certainly. 

Chairman.']  Not  as  a  witne'ss  on  behalf  of  the 
water  companies. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil:]  No,  Sir.  I  have  nothing 
to  do  with  the  water  companies.  Lideed  I  do 
not  know  that  we  are  in  all  respects  at  one,  but 
he  comes  here  as  entirely  representing  the 
Middlesex  County  Council. 

The  f'Fit7ie.'is.]  The  Grand  Junction  Company's 
works,  except  certain  mains  and  pipes  and  the 
high-level  pumping  station  at  Campden  Hill,  are 
all  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Middlesex 
County  Council. 

3674.  What  works  are  they  ? — Pumping  en- 
gines at  Hampton  and  Kew,  which  have  an 
aggregate  of  3,154  horse-power,  drawing  a 
supply  of  nearly  19,000,000  gallons  a  day  from 
the  Thames,  and  gravel  beds. 

3675.  Will  you  explain  what  is  the  length  of 
miles  of  mains  outside  the  metropolitan  area  ? 
— They  have  245  miles  of  mains  outside  the 
metropolitan  aren,  supplying  a  population  of 
about  136,500,  and  190  miles  of  mains  v.'ithin  the 
county  of  London,  supplying  a  population  of 
249,000. 

3676.  So  that  though  the  mains  are  consider- 
ably shorter,  they  do  in  fact  supply  a  larger 
population  within  the  metropolitan  area  ? — Yes. 
The  total  population  supplied  by  this  company, 
therefore,  at  the  present  time  is  395,500. 

3677.  Will  you  describe  the  situation  of  the 
mains? — Yes.  A  30-inch  and  a  12-inch  main 
are  in  the  Bath  main  road,  and  a  30 -inch  and 
24-inch  main  in  the  Uxbridge  main  road, 
which  convey  the  water  from  the  outside  district 
into  Hammersmith  and  Kensington. 

3678.  You  have  pointed  out  on  your  map, 
have  you  not,  which  are  the  districts  supplied  by 
the  'W  est  Middlesex  and  which  by  the  Grand 
Junction  ? — Yes. 

3679.  Now  as  to  the  Wesi  Middlesex  Water 
Company's  works  ;  where  do  they  derive  their 
supply  from? — They  derive  all  their  supply 
fro.n  the  Thames  at  Hampton,  where  they  have 
engines  of  560  horse-power.  They  pump  up- 
wards of  19,000,000  gallons  a  day  through 
Hampton,  Teddiiigton,  and  Twickenham  by  two 
36-inch  mains  into  their  reservoirs  at  Barnes. 
It  is  filtered  at  Barnes  and  then  conveyed  to  the 
engine  wells  at  Hammersmith,  and  thence 
pumped  by  engines  of  1,605  horse-power  into  the 
district  of  supply.  They  have  127  miles  of 
mains  outside  the  metropolitan  area,  which  su])])lv 
a  population  of  about  95,000,  and  340  miles  of 
mains  within  the  London  county,  which  supply  a 
population  of  about  486,000. 

3680.  So  that  West  Middlesex  is  much  more 
384. 
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of  a  London  company  than*  the  Grand  Junction 
Company  is? — That  is  so. 

3681.  Then  the  effect  of  that,  of  course,  is 
that  the  Middlesex  County  Council  are  very 
much  interested  in  the  control  of  these  works  ? — 
I  think  they  are  deeply  interested  in  the  control 
of  both  these  works. 

3682.  And  do  you  feel,  in  view  of  that,  it 
would  be  very  unfair  to  allow  the  London 
County  Council  to  have  the  sole  control  of  these 
works? — I  think  so. 

3^83.  Will  you  explain,  from  your  point  of 
view,  some  of  the  I'casons  whicli  have  led  you  to 
that  opinion? — If  the  London  County  Council 
were  the  controlling  water  authority  they  would 
be  empowered  to  sink  wells  and  abstract  water 
from  the  county  of  Middlesex,  which  water 
ought  to  be  properly  preserved  for  the  material 
increase  which  there  will  be  in  the  outer  dis- 
tricts, because  the  outer  districts,  as  we  know, 
and  it  is  agreed  on  all  sides,  are  increasing  much 
more  rapidly  than  the  metropolitan  area,  and 
must  necessarily  do  so.  One  fact  in  relation  to 
that  I  have  taken  from  the  estimates  of  Mr. 
Binnie.  I  find  that,  according  to  Mr.  Binnie's 
estimate,  in  the  next  50  years  the  increase  of 
population  outside  the  metropolitan  area  will  be 
10  times  as  much  as  in  the  inside,  and  that 
within  the  next  40  years  it  will  be  more  than 
eight  times  increased. 

3684.  Supposing  there  was  a  deficiency  in 
supply,  a  drought,  or  anything  of  that  kind, 
what  do  you  say  as  to  that ;  would  it  be 
possible  for  the  London  County  Council  to 
favour  the  London  population  ? — They  might  do 
so,  of  course,  if  they  were  the  conti-olling  water 
authority,  but  as  the  water  authority  they  might 
at  any  time  abandon  the  Thames  as  a  source  of 
supply  either  wholly  or  in  part,  and  then  they 
could  enforce  on  the  whole  of  the  county  of 
Middlesex  a  partnership  in  the  contemplated 
scheme  of  a  water  supply  from  Wales. 

3685.  Of  course  you  do  not  wish  to  ex]n'ess 
any  opinion  as  to  whether  that  is  a  good  or 
])ro])er  scheme  from  the  point  of  view  of  London  ? 
— Such  a  scheme  as  that  may  be  very  ]n-oper 
and  advantageous  for  London,  but  the  Middle- 
sex County  Council  .have  no  need  for  it;  they 
have  an  ample  supply  within  their  own  control, 
and  do  not  require  that  Welsh  supply.  Let 
London  have  it  by  all  means  if  they  wish  it. 

Chairman. 

3686.  You  say  the  County  Council  of  Middle- 
sex have  an  ample  supply  within  their  own  con- 
trol ;  in  what  sense  do  you  mean  that  ? — ^They 
have  the  companies  supplying  them  direct ;  they 
are  the  first  takers  from  the  Thames,  for 
instance. 

3687.  They  have  no  further  control  over  the 
companies,  have  they  ? — No,  they  have  no  fur- 
ther control  over  the  companies  tlian  the  London 
County  Council  at,  present. 

3688.  You  did  not  so  much  mean,  if  I  may 
venture  to  say  so,  that  they  had  a  source  of 
supply  under  their  control  as  that  they  had  such 
a  source  of  supply  within  their  own  district  ? — 
That  is  what  I  meant. 

M  M  3  3689.  TherG 
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3689.  There  is  one  other  point  which  I  under- 
stand you  wish  to  make  as  to  the  removal  of  the 
works  of  the  water  companies  to  Wales  ? — If 
that  Welsh  scheme  were  carried  out,  not  only 
would  the  ratepayers  in  the  county  of  Middle- 
sex be  made  to  contribute  to  the  cost  of  the  new 
supply,  but  that  burden  would  be  increased  upon 
them  by  the  fact  that  the  rates  Avhich  are  now 
obtained  from  the  valuable  properties  belonging- 
to  the  water  companies  would  be  very  materially 
reduced,  if  not  altogether  extinguished,  w^hile  the 
rates  on  the  costly  works  of  reservoirs  and 
aqueducts  which  would  be  made  in  the  remote 
districts  would  be  levied  on  capital  supplied  by 
London  and  Middlesex,  and  would  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  people  of  Wales  and  the  long 
stretch  of  country  through  which  the  aqueducts 
would  pass.  The  rating  power  in  Middlesex 
would  be  very  much  reduced,  and  the  rates 
would  be  levied  on  property  outside  altogether. 

3690.  The  Chairman  asked  the  last  witness  a 
question  as  to  the  possibility  of  an  arrangement 
which  might  give  substantially  to  Middlesex  all 
it  wants  without  alFecting  the  question  of  London, 
acquiring  the  water  companies.  Would  you  ex- 
plain what  the  scheme  with  reference  to  the 
separation  of  the  West  Middlesex  and  Grand 
Junction  is  ? — It  would  be  a  very  easy  matter, 
by  an  arrangement  between  the  two  companies 
themselves  ;  I  do  not  know  what  their  feelings 
might  be,  but  it  would  be  a  very  easy  matter 
indeed  to  let  the  whole  of  the  supply  now 
brought  in  from  the  Thames  by  the  West 
Middlesex  be  sent  into  the  county  of  London 
and  altogether  consumed  by  them,  and  the 
Grand  Junction  withdrawing  their  supply  from 
inner  London  could  be  altogether  kept  outside 
for  the  supply  of  Middlesex  so  that  the  West 
Middlesex  would  supply  inner  London  and  the 
Grand  Junction  might  supply  the  outer  dis- 
tricts in  Middlesex. 

3691.  Some  of  my  learned  friends  have  not 
quite  followed  what  you  say.  What  you  suggest 
is,  that  all  the  districts  in  Middlesex  and  outside 
London  at  present  belonging  to  West  Middle- 
sex should  be  handed  over  to  the  Grand  Junction, 
and  that  all  the  districts  inside  London  belong- 
ing to  the  Grand  Junction  should  be  handed 
over  to  the  West  Middlesex  ? — Yes ;  handed 
over  with  the  consent  of  the  parties  themselves. 

3692.  Of  course  by  a  proper  arrangement; 
and  in  that  way  do  you  think  the  Grand  Junction 
might  be  left  as  a  purely  Middlesex  Company 
supplying  in  Middlesex,  and  the  West  Middle- 
sex as  a  company  supplying  in  London? — Yes,  I 
think  that  Avould  be  a  very  satisfactory  arrange- 
ment, and  it  would  leave  Middlesex  with  the 
control  of  the  water  supply  so  far  as  the  county 
councils  have  any  control  over  the  comijanies, 
and  would  leave  them  free  altogether  from  any 
intervention  or  interference  from  the  London 
County  Council. 

3693.  That  is  the  main  point ;  it  would  leave 
them  free  from  interference  without  saddling 
them  with  the  burden  of  a  great  commercial 
undertaking? — As  I  understand  it,  the  great 
object  of  the  Middlesex  County  Council  is  to 
avoid  being  over-ridden  by  another  authority. 
They  think  they  are  as  competent  to  manage 
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their  own  affairs  as  the  London  County  Council 
is  to  manage  its  own  affairs. 

3694.  In  reference  to  the  dislike  of  Middlesex 
to  be  put  under  the  control  of  London,  have  you 
prepared  a  list  of  towns  in  England,  Scodand, 
and  elsewhere,  where  the  supply  to  the  outside 
authorities  has  been  at  a  very  much  higher 
differential  rate  than  the  supply  to  the  inabitants 
of  the  towns  themselves  '? — Yes.  I  have  not  my 
own  copy,  but  I  have  given  you  a  copy. 

3695.  Will  you  read  it,  and  explain  it  to  the 
Committee  ? — The  corporations  and  other  water 
authorities  in  several  towns  charge  an  additional 
rate  upon  all  districts  that  are  lying  outside  their 
own  areas.  For  instance,  Ashton  charges  25 
per  cent,  above  the  inside  charge  ;  Bolton,  when 
above  100/.,  charges  25  per  cent.  ;  Burnley 
charges  as  much  as  50  per  cent,  in  addition ;  the 
present  charge  at  Carlisle  is  33^  per  cent,  (that 
is  intended  to  be  reduced  to  25  per  cent.) ; 
Colne  Valley,  outside  Harrow,  charges  14  per 
cent,  in  addition  ;  Doncaster  charges  25  per  cent, 
extra  ;  East  Side  charges  12|  per  cent,  extra  ; 
Guildford  50  per  cent.  ;  Halifax  50  ])er  cent. ; 
Heywood  25  per  cent.  ;  Iluddersfield  25  per 
cent. ;  Manchester  5  per  cent.  ;  New^port  20  per 
cent.  ;  Oldham  1  per  cent.  ;  Ripon  25  j^er  cent.  ; 
Rochdale,  except  Littleborough,  25  per  cent. ; 
Stockton  and  Middlesborough  25  per  cent. ;  and 
at  Glasgow  the  domestic  rate  is  Qd.  in  the  £, 
and  the  public  rate  \d.  in  the  £  in  the  town, 
but  outside  it  is  \0d.,  or  nearly  50  per  cent. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

3696.  And  this  shows  that  in  all  those  cases 
the  municipality  is  supplying  outside  its  own 
limits  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

3697.  And  I  daresay  you  do  not  say  it  is  an 
unfair  thing  that  Parliament  has  done  in  allow- 
ing a  municipality  to  charge  more  outside  than 
in  ? — I  do  not  think  it  is  unfair  where  the  out- 
side district  wants  a  supply,  and  cannot  get  it 
otherwise. 

3698.  And,  of  course,  they  are  not  responsible 
in  any  way  for  loss  on  the  affair? — They  are 
not. 

3699.  While  the  inside  is  responsible  for  loss? 
— Of  course. 

3700.  Therefore,  the  inside  taking  the  risk,  it 
is  not  an  unfair  thing  that  it  should  charge  its 
own  people  less  than  the  outside  people  ? — Quite 
fair,  I  think. 

3701.  Let  us  see  whether  we  understand  the 
position  with  regard  to  Middlesex  and  London. 
First  of  s,ll,  I  understand  you  are  an  advocate  for 
the  expropriation  of  the  water  companies,  and 
putting  the  water  supply  into  the  hands  of  the 
county  councils  ? — I  think  it  would  be  better  to  do 
that  than  allow  the  whole  control  to  be  in  the 
hands  of  the  London  County  Council. 

3702.  I  am  coming  to  that,  but  we  are  both 
wanting  to  get  rid  of  the  companies  ? — At  all 
events,  Middlesex  require  to  keep  the  control 
within  themselves. 

3703.  I  understand  Middlesex  wants  to  have 
the  control  itself.  Now,  let  us  see  if  we  can 
understand  the  matter.  You  have  given  some 
figures  which  I  am  not  quite  sure  are  correct. 
I  am  sure  you  tried  to  make  them  correct,  but  I 

want 
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want  to  o-et  them  correct.  First,  with  regard  to 
the  Grand  Junction,  you  said  that  the  population 
that  the  Grand  Junction  supplied  in  Middlesex 
was  231,000  ? — By  the  Grand  Junction  and 
West  Middlesex  Companies,  and  I  gave  the 
separate  figures. 

3704.  Would  you  mind  giving  them  separately  ; 
first,  supplied  by  the  Grand  Junction  in  Middle- 
sex, how  many  ? — 141,000. 

3705.  How  many  people  are  supplied  by  the 
Grand  Junction  in  the  administrative  county  of 
London?— 257,464. 

3706.  That  is  the  fair  comparison  so  far  as  the 
Grand  Junction  is  concerned  ? — Yes. 

3707.  Will  you  do  the  same  for  the  West 
Middlesex ;  how  many  in  Middlesex,  and  how 
many  in  London  ?— In  Middlesex  94,914. 

3708.  And  in  London  ?-- 486,000. 

3709.  I  do  not  know  how  you  have  got  your 
figures ;  but  the  companies  themselves  put  in 
certain  figures  before  the  Royal  Commission  on 
Water  Supply,  and,  taking  the  Grand  Junction, 
I  see  they  say  that  they  supply  266,620  persons 
within,  and  123,708  outside? — -Yes,  I  got  these 
figures  from  the  engineers  to  the  companies 
themselves.  I  went  to  inquire  from  the  engineers, 
who  gave  me  those  figures. 

3710.  Then  I  understand  you  are  not  re- 
sponsible for  them  ? — I  got  them  from  the 
Minutes  of  the  Boyal  Commission  Inquiry,  and 
they  were  corrected  by  the  engineers,  who  said 
there  was  a  little  mistake  there. 

3711.  You  say,  I  understand,  it  would  be 
a  perfectly  easy  matter,  when  we  come  to  the 
Bills  for  the  purchase  of  the  West  Middlesex 
and  the  Grand  Junction,  to  hand  over  to  the  one 
a  district  that  is  supplied  at  present  by  the 
other? — Yes,  I  think  so.  ^ 

3712.  In  that  case,  do  I  understand  you  to  say 
that  the  Grand  .Junction  Company  might  be 
kept  exclusively  for  the  supply  of  Middlesex  ? — 
Yes. 

3713.  I  suppose  when  the  Grand  Junction 
Bill  comes  up  that  would  be  the  case  you  would 
make  against  it? — I  do  not  know  what  the  com- 
pany would  say  ;  that  is  niy  own  case. 

3714.  lam  speaking  of  your  view? — That  is 
my  view. 

3715.  And  that  really  the  Grand  Junction 
Company  need  not  be  purchased  for  the  purpose 
of  London  ?  —It  need  not  be  if  an  arrangement 
can  be  made  by  which  they  will  be  kept  outside 
of  London  altogether. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne-—  aontinued. 

3716.  Quite  so,  if  sucK  an  arrangement  can 
be  made  ? — Yes. 

3717.  Do  you  not  think  that  is  a  matter  of 
arrangement  ? — I  do  not  know  that  anything  is 
not  a  matter  of  arrangement  if  it  is  gone  into 
in  a  friendly  way. 

3718.  Except  when  it  is  a  matter  for  arbitra- 
tion. I  do  not  know  whether  you  know  that 
this  very  matter  whic;h  you  have  raised  before 
the  Committee  has  been  under  the  consideration 
of  the  county  council  ? — I  do  not  know  that. 

3719.  Perhaps  you  have  not  seen  the  report 
in  which  that  is  referred  to  ? — No. 

3720.  I  daresay  you  have  nothing  to  say 
against  these  two  particular  Bills.  You  are 
speaking  of  the  Grand  Jimction  and  the  West 
Middlesex,  are  you  not? — I  do  not  know  any- 
thing about  these  two  Bills. 

Re-examined  by  Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3721.  In  reference  to  that  point,  do  you  not 
feel  this ;  that  these  are  only  parts  of  a  general 
scheme  ? — Of  course. 

3722.  And  that  supposing  the  Middlesex 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  reject  the  West 
Middlesex  and  Grand  Junction  Bills,  the  Com- 
mittee of  Parliament  would  be  put  in  this  posi- 
tion :  that  either  they  would  have  to  abandon  the 
general  scheme  of  buying  all  the  eight  companies, 
or  they  would  have  to  over-ride  the  just  objec- 
tions of  Middlesex  ? — They  would  require  the 
authority  of  Parliament,  of  course,  to  any  de- 
viations from  the  general  Bill. 

3723.  You  have  been  asked  whether  Middle- 
sex desires  to  get  rid  of  the  companies,  and  I 
understand  you  to  say  that  the  eti'ect  of  your 
scheme  would  be  to  get  rid  of  them ;  but  it  is 
not  the  fact  to  say  that  the  county  council  of 
Middlesex  has  any  desire  whatever  to  disturb 
the  present  position,  is  it  ? — As  far  as  I  know 
tlie  county  council,  they  have  no  desire  what- 
ever to  interfere ;  they  want  things  to  remain  as 
they  are. 

3724.  They  have  no  complaint  to  make 
against  those  companies? — Not  the  least,  so  Far 
as  I  know. 

3725.  What  they  feel  is,  if  there  is  to  be  any 
change,  it  should  be  on  the  lines  of  such  a 
change  as  you  have  shadowed  forth  to  the  Com- 
mittee ? — I  think  so,  if  any  change  should  take 
place. 

3726.  But  they  prefer  no  change  at  all  ? — 
They  prefer  to  remain  as  they  are. 


The  Witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  Walter  George  Austin,  sworn  ;  and  Examined. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

?>127.  You  are  the  Deputy  Clerk  of  the  Peace 
for  the  County  of  Middlesex  ? — Yes. 

3728.  I  want  to  ask  you  in  reference  to  the 
question  which  has  been  raised  as  to  the  power 
of  the  county  council  of  Middlesex  to  promote 
Bills.  I  do  not,  of  course,  propose  to  ask  you 
any  question  of  law,  but  merely  an  instance  of 
what  actually  did  happen,  to  show  the  difficulty 
which  the  county  council  are  under  with 
reference  to  the  promotion  of  Bills.     I  want 

,384. 
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you  to  tell  me  quite  shortly  the  state  of  affairs 
with  reference  to  the  River  Brent ;  I  think  it 
was  in  1893?— Yes.  In  1893  there  were  great 
complaints  about  the  condition  of  the  River 
Brent,  and  it  was  suggested  by  the  county 
council  of  Middlesex  to  the  local  sanitary 
authorities  on  the  river  that  they  should  join  to- 
gether and  form  themselves  into  a  Joint  Con- 
servancy Board,  and  go  to  Parliament  for 
powers  for  that  purpose.  That  arrangement 
M  M  4  +-  fell 
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Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued, 
fell  llirongb,  and  such  great  complaints  were 
made  in  1894  with  regard  to  the  matter  that  the 
county  council  thought  it  was  desirable, 
although  there  was  great  doubt  as  to  whether 
they  had  power  to  promote  a  Bill,  that  a  Bill 
should  be  promoted,  but  that  we  should  go  to 
the  Local  Government  Board  and  ask  them 
whether,  under  the  Local  Authorities  (Expenses) 

i\ct,  1887,  c.  72,  we  should  be  able  

3729.  Perhaps  I  had  better  read  the  provision 
in  that  Act,  as  it  has  not  been  before  the  Com- 
mittee before.  First,  there  is  the  short  title,  and 
then  there  is  the  definition,  and  then  there  comes 
the  third  operative  clause  :  "  Expenses  paid  by 
any  local  authority  whose  accounts  are  subject 
to  audit  by  a  district  auditor  shall  not  be  dis- 
allowed by  ihat  auditor  if  they  have  been 
sanctioned  by  the  Local  Government  Board  " ; 
that  was  the  Act? — Yes,  and  on  that  the  council 
resolved  to  promote  a  Bill  subject  to  the  neces- 
sary authority  being  got  from  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board  under  that  particular  Act.  A  letter 
was  written  to  the  Local  Government  Board 
explaining  the  circumstances  and  the  difficulty 
Middlesex  was  in  in  consequence  of  these  com- 
plaints ;  but  in  answer  to  the  application  of  the 
county  council,  a  letter  was  written  by  one  of 
the  assistant  secretaries  of  the  Board  in  the 
following  terms  :  "  I  am  directed  by  the  Local 
Government  Board  to  advert  to  your  letter  of 
the  27th  ultimo  asking  them  to  sanction  the  in- 
curring by  the  county  cormcil  for  Middlesex  of 
expenditure  in  connection  with  the  promotion 
of  a'  Bill  to  enable  them  to  clean  out  and 
improve  the  bed  of  the  rivers  in  the  county." 
(The  application  was  made  wider  thari  merely 
with  regard  to  the  River  Brent,  because  there 
would  be  probably  other  rivers  which  would 
have  to  be  dealt  with  in  the  same  way.)  "  In 
reply,  the  Board  direct  me  to  state  that 
they  do  not  consider  that  they  can 
properly  undertake  to  sanction  under  the 
I^ocal  Authorities  (Expenses)  Act,  1887, any  pro- 
posed expenditure  by  the  county  council  in 
promoting  a  Private  Bill  in  Parliament."  On 
the  receipt  of  that  letter  the  idea  of  promoting 
a  Bill  fell  through,  because  the  members  of  the 
county  council  were  not  prepared  to  incur  the 
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responsibility  of  having  a  surcharge,  and  there- 
fore, although  we  are  prepared  to  deal  with  the 
Brent,  we  are  not  able  to  do  so. 

3730.  It  was  in  all  respects  a  desirable  Bill 
to  pass,  I  suppose  ? — Clearly,  great  complaints 
are  being  made  at  the  present  day  about  the 
condition  of  the  I'iver. 

Chairman. 

3731.  On  what  ground  were  the  complaints 
made  ? — More  on  the  ground  of  pollution, 
which  existed  in  years  gone  by,  which  had 
got  into  the  bed  of  the  river ;  and  when  the 
water  is  low,  the  Regent's  Canal  Company  im- 
pounding most  of  the  river  at  the  Brent 
reservoir,  the  banks  of  the  river  are  composed  of 
mud  and  sewage  which  came  into  it  in  years 
gone  by.    It  Avas  for  cleaning  out  the  river. 

3732.  Nothing  to  do  Avith  the  water  supply? — 
Nothing  to  do  with  the  water  supply. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3733.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  knoAV  that 
that  was  a  scheme  which  was,  in  fact,  opposed  or 
not? — No,  I  think  that  all  the  sanitary  authori- 
ties on  the  Brent  would  have  been  very  glad  if 
the  county  council  obtained  a  Bill  in  that  sense. 

3734.  But  the  coimty  council  did  not  feel  itself 
justified  in  running  the  risk  under  those  circum- 
stances ? — Certainly  not. 

Cross-  examined  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne. 

3735.  I  do  not  know  how  that  bears  on  this 
inquiry.  As  I  understand,  you  believe  that,  as 
a  matter  of  law,  it  is  doubtful,  at  any  rate, 
whether  you  can  promote  Bills  ? — Having  re- 
gard to  Section  15  of  the  L  ocal  Government  Act 
of  1888. 

3736.  Mr.  Littler,  who  is  chairman  of  the 
county  council,  gave  evidence  in  1891  that  they 
have.  Perhaps  they  have  for  certain  purposes  ; 
but  if  you  have  not  jDOwer  to  promote  Bills,  is 
not  that  all  the  more  reason  Avhy  the  London 
County  Council,  who  have  power  to  promote 
Bills,  should  do  it?— Should  do  what? 

3737.  What  we  are  doing  now,  promote  a 
Bill  for  your  benefit  ? — I  am  hardly  here  >  to 
express  a  vieAv  upon  that  point ;  but  it  is  dealing 
with  an  area  outside  their  own  county. 


The  Witness  withdrew. 
Mr.  George  Eedes  Eachus,  sworn  ;  and  Examined. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3738.  Are  you  a  member  of  the  Institute  of 
Civil  Engineers,  and  are  you  mainly  acquainted 
with  the  north-east  corner  of  the  county  of" 
Middlesex? — I  am. 

3738.  *  Do  you  know  that  part  of  the  county 
very  well,  and  have  you  had  opportimities  of 
estimating  the  probable  growth  of  the  population 
in  the  various  urban  districts  in  that  part  of 
jiliddlesex  ? — Yes. 

3739.  I  do  not  know  that  I  need  go  in  any 
detail  through  those,  but  are  they  increasing  at 
a  very  rapid  rate  ? — They  are. 

3739.*  The  rate  of  increase,  taking  it  roughly, 
is  about  50  per  cent.,  is  is  not  ? — About  50  per 
cent,  in  10  years.  , 


Lord  Robert  Cecil-  continued. 

3740.  Will  you  describe  to  the  Committee  the 
sources  which  supply  that  part  of  Middlesex? — 
In  that  portion  of  Middlesex  there  are  four  wells 
belonging  to  the  New  River  Company ;  the 
northern  one  shoAvu  on  the  map  is  known  as 
Hoe  Lane  ;  the  second  one,  just  above  the  words 
"  New  River,"  is  the  Highfield;  the  bottom  one 
is  the  Campsbourne,  and  there  is  one  Avhich  I  do 
not  see  on  the  map  known  as  Betstile. 

3741.  I  do  not  want  to  go,  at  this  stage  at  any 
rate,  into  the  details  of  the  amount  which  those 
wells  supply  ;  but  are  you  satisfied  if  those  Avells 
are  properly  left  under  the  control  of  Middle- 
sex, that  portion  of  Middlesex  at  any  rate  could 
be  properly  supplied  with  water? — Yes;  from 
those  wells. 

3741.*  Do 
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Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued. 

3741.  *  Do  you  see  any  reason  why,  under 
those  circumstances,  you  should  be  put  under 
the  domination  of  the  London  County  Council 
with  respect  to  water  supply  ? — No  ;  in  that 
district  we  think  that  we  should  suffer  very 
much  if  such  a  step  were  taken. 

3742.  I  think  there  are  some  figures  which 
you  are  anxious  to  bring  before  the  Committee 
as  to  the  cost  of  any  such  purchase  as  is  pro- 
posed by  the  London  County  Council  ? — Yes. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  Of  what  ? 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  Of  those  works. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne."]  Surely  we  are  not 
going  into  the  question  of  the  cost  of  buying 
the  works  up  here  ;  we  are  on  the  Lambeth  and 
South wark  and  Vauxhall  Bills. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  I  submit  anything  which 
goes  to  the  preamble  of  any  of  the  Bills  we 
are  bound  to  raise  on  this  Bill,  because  we  shall 
be  put  in  the  position  that  supposing  it  is  held 
afterwards  by  the  Committee  to  be  a  proper 
point  on  preamble  

Chairman.]  I  think  you  may  go  in  a  general 
way  into  it. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Further,  sir,  I  do  not 
think  you  would  like  to  prejudice  the  case 
hereafter  before  an  arbitrator.  They  are  going 
into  the  price  which  would  have  to  be  paid  for 
those  wells. 

The  Witness.]  What  I  was  going  to  show 
broadly  was,  that  all  the  water  undertakings, 
I  may  say,  are  much  more  profitable  within  the 
area  of  London  than  they  are  outside  London, 
and  that  consequently  if  the  London  Coiinty 
Council  buy  up  the  water  companies,  and  then 
sell  to  us  the  portion  which  is  in  our  district,  we 
shall  pi-actically  have  to  pay  through  the  nose 
for  the  portion  Avhich  we  have  left  to  us,  because 
the  portion  left  to  us  will  be  the  most  unpro- 
fitable part  of  the  undertaking. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.  ' 

3742.*  That  seems  to  be  an  important  point, 
if  I  may  say  so,  and  if  you  can  give  the  figiu-es 
it  might  be  of  considerable  assistance  ? — I  would 
not  commit  myself  to  actual  figures,  but  simply 
taking  as  a  basis  the  New  River  Company,  and 
broadly  putting  it  at  9,000,000/.,  (it  may  be  lec-s, 
considerably  than  that ;  but  it  is  a  convenient 
figure  to  Avork  upon)  assuming  the  purchase- 
money  of  the  New  River  Company  to  be 
9,000,000/.,  we  require  in  the  Middlesex  district 
approximately  a  sixth  of  the  sujiply  of  the 
New  River  Company.  If  we  had  to  pay 
for  a  sixth  of  the  9,000,000/.,  that  would 
be  1,500,000/.  to  the  districts  which  are 
now  su])plied  by  the  New  River  Company  out- 
side the  county  of  London.  That  would 
roughly  be  equal  to  two  years'  full  rateable  value 
of  the  districts  which  now  receive  their  supply 
from  the  New  River  (Company,  and  without 
adding  any  expense  for  bringing  water  from 
Wales,  or  even  the  ordinary  annual  expenses,  it 
would  load  that  portion  of  Middlesex  with  at 
least  a  25.  rate.  At  present  we  do  not  have  to 
pay  half  that  for  the  supply  which  we  receive 
from  the  New  River  Company,  and  it  strikes 
me,  in  laying  down  these  various  areas  for  the 
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Lord  Robert  Cecil — contmued. 

water  companies  oi-iginally,  Parliament  took  into 
account  that  the  outer  districts  gave  the 
water,  and  the  inner  districts  of  London  would 
help  to  pay  to  ease  the  burden,  in  fact,  to  the 
outer  districts,  in  return  for  their  giving  the 
necessary  water.  That  seems  to  me  to  have 
been  the  broad  equitable  basis  on  which  all  the 
companies  have  been  established,  the  outer  dis- 
tricts give  the  water,  the  inner  districts  find  the 
money. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browiit. 

3743.  Are  the  outside  districts  increasing 
more  rapidly  than  the  inner  circle  of  London  ? — 
They  are. 

3743.  *  Therefore  the  future  value  would  all 
be  in  the  outside  districts  ? — The  future  value 
when  they  arrive  to  the  density  of  London 
would  undoubtedly  be  in  the  outer  districts,  but 
that  is  looking  a  long  way  hence. 

3744.  As  I  understand,  you  have  made  for 
your  own  pleasure  a  valuation  of  the  New  River 
Waterworks  ? — Yes. 

3744.  *  Did  the  company  assist  you  to  do  that? 
No,  I  simply  took  the  amount  agreed  with  Mr. 
Smith,  and  rounded  the  figures. 

3745.  I  see  you  took  Mr.  Smith's  figures  ? — 
Yes  ;  for  these  purposes. 

3745.  *  And  you  added  on  something  to  that  ? 
I  added  a  little  something  on  to  that  to  round 
the  figure. 

3746.  Assuming  that  it  is  9,000,000/.,  which 
is  a  good  round  sum,  your  argument  is  that  if 
that  is  divided  proportionately  you  would  suffer  ? 
— We  should  suffer  if  it  is  divided  propor- 
tionately to  the  water  taken. 

3746.  *  Who  said  it  was  to  be  divided  propor- 
tionately ? — The  whole  experience  that  one  has 
had  in  the  past  of  such  things  

3747.  Have  you  had  much  experience  of  pur- 
chases by  the  London  County  Council  of  water 
in  London  ? — No. 

3747.  *  Then  what  experience  have  you  that 
it  has  always  been  divided  proportionately  ? — 1 
have  been  engaged  in  a  number  of  cases  where 
arbitrations  have  taken  place  with  regard  to 
sewerage  and  other  matters  and  gas,  and  we 
generally  find  that  the  actual  cost  of  works  is 
taken  into  account ;  and  if  you  take  the  actual 
cost  of  the  works  in  proportion  to  the  quantity 
of  water  raised,  I  think  it  only  stands  to  reason 
that  the  advisers  of  the  London  County  Council 
would  charge  us  the  actual  cost  of  our  portion  of 
the  works. 

3748.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  companies 
should  be  bought  at  actual  cost  ? — At  actual 
cost  with  the  [)rofit  taken  into  account. 

3748.  *  Do  you  know  if  they  were  bought  at 
actual  cost  the  whole  companies  have  only 
spent  about  15  millions  on  their  works  ? — Thev 
have  grown  in  value. 

3749.  Instead  of  being  absolutely  in  pro  • 
portion,  supposing  the  matter  was  sent  to  an 
arbitrator  to  find  out  what  proportion  Middlesex 
should  pay  for  the  portion  taken,  would  that 
satisfy  you  ? — I  have  doubts  about  an  arbiti'ator 
looking  at  the  thing  in  the  way  we  look  at  it. 

Re-examined  by  Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3750.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you 
assume  that  in  the  division  ofthese  works  between 
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Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued.  Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued. 


Middlesex  and  London  the  price  would  be  deter- 
mined by  the  proportion  of  water  supplied  in 
each  case  ? — That  is  so. 

3751.  Do  you  say  that  it  would  be  apportioned 
between  the  two  councils  in  proportion  to  the 
quantity  of  water  supplied  at  the  date  of  transfer  ? 
— That  is  so. 


3752.  Within  the  two  portions  of  the  county 
respectively,  you  think  that  would  be  the  arrange- 
ment ? — Yes. 

3753.  Are  you  aware  that  the  words  I  have 
just  used  are  precisely  the  words  in  the  Surrey 
agreement  ? — I  have  not  seen  the  Surrey  agree- 
ment. 


(The  Witness  withdrew.) 


Mr.  Edwin  James  Lovegrove,  sworn;  and  Examined. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3754.  Are  you  an  engineer,  and  are  you 
specially  conversant  with  the  Hornsey  district  ? 
— I  am. 

3755.  I  do  not  know,  after  the  evidence  that 
has  been  given,  that  I  need  go  in  any  detail  into 
your  proof,  but  the  Hornsey  district  is  lai-gely 
supplied  by  the  Campsbourne  well,  is  it  not  ? — It 
is  supplied  by  the  New  River  Company. 

3756.  Let  me  put  it  in  this  way.  The  Camps- 
bourne  well  is  within  the  Hornsey  district  ? — 
The  Campsbourne  well  is  within  the  Hornsey 
district. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued. 

3757.  And  that  affords  a  very  large  supply  of 
chalk  water  ? — It  does. 

3758.  Are  you  of  opinion  that  from  that  well, 
with  proper  arrangements,  all  the  wants  of  the 
Hornsey  district  could  be  supplied  ? — There  is 
more  than  enough  for  the  wants  of  the  district 
now  being  drawn  from  that  well. 

3759.  Therefore,  do  you  see  any  reason  Avhy 
that  well  should  be  handed  over  to  the  London 
County  Council  ? — I  do  not. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.^  I  have  nothing  to  ask 
the  Witness. 


(The  Witness  withdrew.) 


Mr.  Daniel  John  Ebbitts,  sworn ;  and  Examined. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3760.  Are  you  engineer  and  surveyor  to  the 
Acton  District  Council  ? — I  am. 

3761.  Do  you  desire  to  raise  what  is  admittedly 
rather  a  small  point,  but  one  which  is  thought  to 
be  of  the  very  greatest  importance  to  the  Acton 
district  ? — Yes. 

3762.  Under  Clause  24  there  is  a  provision  in 
this  Bill,  is  there  not,  that  the  local  authority, 
whoever  ic  be,  should  be  entitled  to  require  a 
8upj)ly  in  bulk  not  exceeding  35  gallons  per 
head  ? — That  is  so. 

3763.  I  understand  you  wish  to  bring  before 
the  Committee  in  no  great  detail,  but  generally, 
the  fact  that  for  the  Acton  district  that  would  be 
a  grossly  insufficient  supply  ? — That  is  so. 

3764.  Will  you  describe  generally  the  nature 
of  the  industries  at  Acton,  and  the  quantity  of 
Avater  per  head  you  think  is  required  there '! — ■ 
Acton  is  peopled  a  great  deal  with  laundry  men. 
The  laundry  trade  is  located  at  Acton  principally, 
and  a  great  deal  of  the  washing  of  the  west  end 
of  London  is  carried  on  at  Acton.  The  number 
of  laundries  is  very  lai'ge  in  proportion  to  the 
number  of  private  houses,  and  therefore  the 
consumption  of  water  is  very  great.  We  prove 
that  in  one  simple  way  by  the  delivery  of  sewage 
at  our  sewage  works,  which  takes  the  sewage 
from  10,000  persons  at  the  present  moment,  and 
making  all  deductions,  Ave  arrive  at  last  at  this 
result,  that  we  are  using  in  the  middle  of  the 
Aveek  49  J  gallons  per  head  per  day. 

3765.  So  that  it  is  only  an  illustration  of  the 
kind  of  difficulty  that  would  arise  when  London 
is  to  supply  the  outside  district,  n-iid  that  the 


Lord  Robert  Cecil — continued. 

proposals  made  in  this  Bill  Avould  not  be,  in  fact, 
sufficient  for  Acton  ? — No. 

3766.  Do  you  get  at  present  as  much  water  as 
you  Avant  from  the  water  companies  ? — Yes. 
We  say  if  you  take  out  the  maximum  altogether 
the  clause  suits  us,  because  it  says,  "  sufficient 
Avater  supply.'"  In  Clause .  24  it  says,  "  such 
quantity  of  water  as  may  be  required,  being  not 
less  than  25  or  more  than  35."  If  you  leave  out 
the  latter  words  that  is  all  we  require.  What 
Ave  want  is  enough  Avater  to  carry  on  our 
business. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3767.  You  do  not  get  any  Avater  from  the 
Lambeth  or  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Com- 
panies, do  you  ? —  No. 

3708.  And,  I  understand,  Avhen  some  other 
Bill  comes  on,  you  want  a  slight  alteration  in  the 
clause  ? — The  (Council  has  petitioned  against  the 
Bill,  but  I  am  only  speaking  as  to  this  one 
clause. 

3769.  For  Acton,  Avhen  some  other  Bill  comes 
on,  you  Avant  some  slight  alteration  in  the  clause? 
— But  a  very  important  altei'ation. 

Re-examined  by  Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3770.  Whether  slight  or  not,  it  is  of  vital 
importance  ? — Yes. 

(The  Witness  Avithdrew.) 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.^  That  is  all  the  eA'idence 
I  have  to  bring  before  the  Committee  on  behalf 
of  Middlesex,  but  there  is  some  evidence  which 
I  Avish  to  bring  before  you  on  behalf  of  Hert- 
fordshire. 
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Sir  John  Evans,  sworn  :  and  Examined. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3771.  Are  you  the  chaix'man  of  the  Parlia- 
mentary Committee  of  the  Hertfordshire  County 
Council  ?— I  am  the  vice-chairman. 

,3772.  You  desire,  in  order  to  save  time,  to 
bring  mainly  what  I  may  call  the  special  case  of 
Hertfordshire  before  the  Committee  ? — Yes. 

3773.  But  perhaps  I  may  ask  you  this  general 
question  to  show  you  are  not  hostile  to  the  case 
1  have  been  submitting  to  the  Committee.  Do 
you,  or  do  you  not,  think  it  would  be  a  proper 
thing  for  London  to  have  authority  with  regard 
to  water  supply  in  Hertfordshire  ? — Our  opinion 
certainly  is  against  London  having  any  authority 
in  Hertfordshire.  We  think  London  should  not 
have  any  voice  in  the  management  of  affairs  in 
Hertfordshire. 

3774.  The  main  case  of  Hertfordshire,  or,  at 
any  rate,  the  main  grievance  which  is  felt  in 
Hertfordshire,  is  not  the  apprehension  of  London 
coming  there,  but  that  already  too  much  water  is 
given  to  London,  from  Hertfordshire,  is  it  not  ? 
— There  is  no  doubt  that  already  the  water 
supply  of  Hertfordshire  is  very  seriously  depleted 
by  the  demands  of  the  two  London  companies 
which  draw  a  large  portion  of  their  water  from 
Hertfordshire. 

3775.  If  a  transfer  of  the  New  River  and  East 
London  Companies  to  the  London  County 
Council  takes  place,  what  result  would  you  anti- 
cipate in  reference  to  the  interests  of  Hertford- 
shire ? — Our  fear  is  that  if  the  water  supply  now 
drawn  by  the  companies  is  transferred  to  the 
London  County  Council,  that  the  London 
County  Council  will  be  more  likely  to  extend 
their  demands  upon  our  water  in  Hertfordshire 
than  the  companies,  and  that  we  should  have 
greater  difficulty  in  contending  with  so  powerful 
a  body  as  the  London  County  Council,  and  it 
would  be  far  more  difficult  to  deal  with  them,  in 
our  opinion,  than  it  would  be  to  deal  with  indi- 
vidual companies. 

3776.  Do  you  consider  that  the  known  hostility 
of  the  London  County  Council  to  the  supply 
from  the  Thames  and  the  Lea  Rivers  would 
materially  increase  that  danger  ? — ^The  hostility 
of  the  London  County  Council  to  the  Thames 
and  Lea  River  supply  has  already  been  ex- 
pressed very  strongly,  and  I  do  not  at  the  pre- 
sent time  see  that  there  is  any  provision  taken 
for  obtaining  a  fresh  supply  of  water  for  London 
from  any  distant  spot. 

3777.  I  think  we  must  boldly  look  in  the  face 
the  fact  that  you  are  not  altogether  in  agree- 
ment with  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission? 
— Certainly  not.  I  have  already  pointed  out 
the  discrepancies  between  the  results  arrived  at 
by  the  Royal  Commission  on  Water  Supply,  and 
those  which  I  regard  as  being  probably  the  re- 
sults from  natural  causes. 

3778.  Perhaps  you  will  elaborate  that.  I  do 
not  know  that  the'  Committee  have  that  before 
them  ? — Soon  after  the  appearance  of  the  report 
of  the  London  Water  Commission,  I  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  "  Times,''  pointing  out  that  whereas 
they  proposed  to  draw  only  a  limited  quantity  of 
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water  from  the  Thames,  they  stated  that  there 
was  power  along  the  valley  of  the  Lea  to  extend 
the  supply  of  water  from  that  district  by  about 
22,500,000  gallons  a  day  by  means  of  wells,  and 
I  think  in  other  ways  that  they  considered  that 
40,000,000  gallons  a  day  might  be  drawn  from 
the  River  Lea  and  its  valley,  either  b'y  means  of 
the  river  or  by  wells.  That  was  in  September 
1893,  immediately  after  the  report  had  appeared. 
In  September  1894  my  prophecies  were  fulfilled 
in  this  manner,  that  the  East  London  Water 
Company  notified  to  their  consumers  that  their 
supplies  would  be  cut  off' during  the  night  in 
order  that  they  might  economise  their  water  to 
the  extent  of  10,000,000  gallons  a  day,  so  that 
practically  the  amount  given  by  nature  was 
10,000,000  gallons  a  day  less  than  that  on  which 
the  Company  had  formerly  been  relying,  and  was 
certainly  50,000,000  gallons  a  day  less  than  the 
Water  Commission  said  might  be  safely  drawn 
from  the  valley. 

3779.  I  think  we  must  go  into  that  a  little 
further  

Chairman. 

3780.  I  do  not  quite  follow  what  the  object  of 
this  kind  of  examination  is,  because  you  know 
we  have  delegated  to  an  arbitrator  whose  privi- 
lege and  pleasure  it  will  be  to  enter  into  those 
considex-ations,  those  questions,  and  unless  this  is 
for  some  other  purpose,  I  do  not  see  what  it  is 
for  ? — May  I  explain  ?  The  views  of  the  London 
County  Council  being  so  strongly  against  drawing 
water  from  the  river,  we  fear  that  they  would 
take  advantage  of  their  position  as  the  Avater 
authority  along  the  Lea  valley,  to  extend  the 
wells,  and  that  pumping  from  wells  would  affect 
more  materially  our  springs  and  wells  in  Hert- 
fordshire than  drawing  from  the  river  would  do. 
The  company  is  merely  entitled  to  withdraw  the 
excess  of  water  that  was  flowing  to  waste.  Under 
these  new  conditions,  in  all  probability  the 
actual  sources  of  the  water  would  be  intercepted. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3781.  Perhaps  I  might  be  allowed  a  word 
in  explanation  of  what  Sir  John  has  said. 
Of  course  you  are  aware  that  there  is  no 
legal  right  to  underground  water  ;  the  result 
is,  that  if  I  have  a  well  on  my  plot  of  land,  I 
may  pump  all  the  water  so  as  to  completely  dry 
up  my  neighbours  all  round,  and  that  is  exactly 
what  we  say  the  New  River  Company  are  already 
doing  to  us  to  a  large  extent  ;  and  we  further 
say  that  if  London  is  to  be  substituted  for  the 
New  River  Company  with  their  hostility  to  the 
stream  water,  they  will  naturally  pump  more  and 
more  from  the  chalk  and  completely  dry  us  up. 
That  is  our  case.  (To  the  iVitness.)  I  do  not 
kiiow  whether  you  have  explained  to  the  Com- 
mittee the  different  manner  in  which  the  Royal 
Commission  treated  the  Thames  Avatershed  from 
the  Lea  watershed? — The  Commission,  in  their 
Report,  I  have  not  got  it  here  and  I  have  not  had 
any  opportunity  of  refreshing  my  memory  by 
reading  it,  but,  so  far  as  I  remember,  the  Com- 
mission distinctly  stated  that  any  wells  sunk 
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in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  Thames  Avould, 
to  the  extent  by  which  water  was  pumped  from 
them,  diminish  the  flow  in  the  river,  but  when 
they  got  to  the  valley  of  the  Lea,  they  stated 
that  the  Avells  would  have  a  different  effect,  and 
that  they  would  be  drawing  water  from  some 
unknown  sources,  coming  from  no  one  knows 
where,  and  apparently  running  up  hill  to  some 
unknown  source,  either  tlie  River  Thames  or 
the  sea. 

3782.  Making  that  criticism  on  what  the 
Royal  Commission  reported,  do  you  generally 
agree  with  what  \they  say  in  paragraph  180, 
that  it  was  possible  by  excessive  pumping  to  de- 
plete Hertfordshire  of  its  water? — I  perfectly 
agree  with  that.  Of  course,  if  more  water  is 
pumped  than  finds  its  way  into  the  body  of  the 
earth  by  percolation  from  the  surface,  the 
natural  residt  is  that  the  level  of  the  under- 
ground water  is  lowered,  and  if  there  is 
excessive  pumping  in  any  spot  the  level  there 
will  be  more  greatly  lowered,  and  if  these  wells 
are  carried  out  along  the  valley,  if  any  local 
authority  wishes  to  supply  itself  from  similar 
wells,  one  authority  will  be  pumping  against  the 
other  and  the  level  of  the  water  will  be  loAvered, 
with  the  general  result  that  those  living  higher 
up  the  valley  on  the  same  stream  will  find 
their  water  supply  diminish,  if  not  absolutely 
cease. 

3783.  Chairman.']  So  far  as  affects  the  con- 
troversy on  the  present  Bills,  as  I  understand, 
the  argument  is  that  in  your  efforts  to  restrict 
this  process  you  would  find  it  more  difficult  to 
deal  with  a  powerful  body  like  the  London 
County  Council  than  with  a  single  water  com- 
pany ? — You  have  summed  it  up  exactly. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3784.  There  are  two  difficulties,  I  may  say. 
In  the  first  place,  London  will  be  able  to  supply 
exclusively  from  the  chalk  wells,  and  not  partly 
from  the  stream,  and  then,  in  the  next  place, 
there  is  the  difficulty  you  have  suggested,  that 
they  are  a  much  more  powerful  body.  I  should 
like  you  to  bring  before  the  Committee  the 
evidence  which  you  feel  at  liberty  to  give  with 
reference  to  the  danger  that  is  already  threaten- 
ing Hertfordshire  in  this  respect.  Will  you 
betiin  by  describing  the  general  theory  ? — The 
general  theory  is  this,  that  over  a  porous  district, 
like  the  chalk  of  Hertfordshire,  there  is  a  certain 
amount  of  rainfall.  Out  of  that  rainfall,  a  very 
large  proportion  is  carried  away  by  vegetation 
and  evaporation.  Of  the  remainder  of  that 
which  falls  during  the  winter  months  when 
vegetation  and  evaporation  are  not  going  on 
with  any  rapidity,  a  certain  amount  will  find 
its  way  down  into  the  body  of  the  chalk,  and  re- 
plenish what  is  known  as  the  subterranean  reser- 
voir, thereby  raising  its  level  at  the  point  farthest 
away  from  any  delivery.  If,  for  instance,  there 
is  a  stream  here  and  a  stream  there  during  the 
summer,  the  surface  of  the  subterranean  re- 
servoir may  be  represented  by  a  curve.  In  the 
winter,  during  which  a  large  amount  of  water 
has  percolated  into  the  soil,  that  would  be  raised 
so  that  the  arch  (if  I  may  use  the  expression) 
would  be  very  much  higher.    Then,  during  the 
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summer  months,  while  any  water  that  falls  on 
the  surface  is  delivered  into  the  streams,  the 
summit  of  this  reservoir  gradually  falls,  the  re- 
servoir itself  being  drained  by  streams  at  the 
sides  of  the  hills  into  the  existing  rivers. 
During  the  whole  of  the  summer  months  the 
streams  in  chalk  districts  continue  to  flow  even 
if  there  be  no  rain  whatever,  and  during  tlie 
summer  months  it  has  been  ascertained  l)y  ex- 
periments that  even  when  15  or  16  inches  of 
rain  falls,  not  a  drop  will  find  its  way  into 
three  feet  of  soil,  and,  at  the  most,  not  more  than 
one  or  two  inches  ;  whereas,  during  the  winter 
months,  a  large  amount  percolates.  There  is  a 
very  considerable  variation  in  the  body  of 
waters  in  the  streams,  and  it  has  been  always 
forgotten  or  left  out  of  sight  that  in  regarding 
the  amount  of  water  on  which  a  water  company 
or  a  miller,  or  anyone  interested  in  the  stream, 
may  depend  it  is  not  represented  by  the  avei'age ; 
it  is  represented  by  the  minimum  amount  which 
percolates  into  the  soil.  So  that,  if  the  average 
percolation  is  about  10  inches  during  certain 
years  when  only  a  small  amount  of  water  falls 
during  the  winter  months,  that  quantity  is  re- 
duced to  something  like  three  or  four  inches,  so 
that  though  an  average  might  be  10  inches,  a 
minimum  would  not  be  more  than  four  or  five, 
and  it  is  in  consequence  of  every  now  and  again 
those  minima  occurring  that  the  calculations 
formed  on  an  average  are  so  entirely  erroneous. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  I  hft.ve  no  right  to  intervene  as 
another  opponent ;  but  as  I  represent  the  New 
River  Company,  I  must  point  out  to  Sir  John 
Evans  he  is  rather  treading  upon  our  toes  now. 
But,  perhaps  it  Avill  be  quite  sufficient  if  he  tells 
us  if  this  theory  he  is  enunciating  is  the  theory 
referred  to  by  the  Royal  Commission  in 
paragraph  126,  because  I  think  this  is  a 
repetition  of  the  evidence  which  was  given 
before  the  Royal  Commission,  Is  that  so,  Sir 
John  ? 

Chairman.]  We  do  not  want  to  go  further 
into  a  controversy  Avith  the  Royal  Commissioners 
than  we  can  help. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  No,  sir,  I  certainly  should 
not  carry  you  an  inch  further  than  Ave  can 
possibly  help.  We  feel  the  Royal  Commission 
is  a  difficulty  in  our  Avay,  but  we  are  anxious  to 
lay  this  matter  before  the  Committee,  because 
Ave  feel  our  case  Avas  never  properly  heard 
before  the  Royal  Commission. 

Chairman.]  That  may  be ;  but  Ave  have 
decided  against  the  promoters  of  this  Bill,  that 
Ave  Avill  not  go  into  that  question,  and  we  will  not 
allow  you  to  do  so  either. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  This  is  the  same  theory  as  is 
dealt  Avith  in  paragraph  126  of  the  Report  of 
the  Royal  Commission. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil]  I  am  anxious  to  conform 
to  Avhatever  the  Committee  think  right. 

Chairman.]  If  you  get  the  witness  to  give 
general  evidence  in  support  of  .your  contention, 
it  will  be  enough ;  but  we  do  not  want  to  naake 
this  Committee  a  ti-ibunal  to  review  the  findings 
of  the  Royal  Commission  at  all. 

3785.  Do 
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Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3785.  No  ;  but  I  should  be  anxious,  if  possible' 
to  o;ive  )  ou  evidence  of  the  actual  state  of  affairs 
in  Hertfordshire,  if  you  think  that  is  not  going 
tco  far.  We  will  not  go  into  the  theoretical 
question  at  all.  (To  the  Witness. '^j  That,  I 
think,  will  materially  shorten  your  labour,  Sir 
John,  (^an  you  tell,  from  what  you  have  heard 
in  your  position  as  a  member  of  the  County 
Council  of  Hertfordsliire,  what  has  been  the 
actual  effect  of  pumping  upon  watercress  beds, 
streams,  and  so  on,  in  the  County  of  Hertford? 
— I  would  rather  give  my  experience  as  chair- 
man of  the  governing  body  of  Berkhampstead 
School.  We  have  there  certain  meadows 
through  which  watercress  beds  have  been  made, 
and  for  one  or  two  years  within  the  last  five  or 
six  years  Ave  have  had  to  make  very  considerable 
reductions  in  the  rent  in  consequence  of  those 
watercress  beds  being  dry,  and  at  the  periods 
"when  those  watercress  beds  Avere  dry,  a  pumping 
station  belonging  to  the  Grand  Junction  Com- 
pany about  three-quarters  of  a  mile  or  a  mile 
higher  up  the  valley  was  at  work,  which  actually 
intercepted  the  water  which  would  otherwise  have 
found  its  way  into  the  stream,  diverted  it  into 
the  canal,  and  laid  those  watercress  beds  dry. 
That  is  the  general  result. 

3786.  Of  course,  I  am  anxious  to  confine 
myself  within  the  ruling  of  the  Committee, 
b^t,  perhaps,  I  may  go  as  far  as  this,  i^s- 
suming  that  this  water  of  natural  right  does 
belong  to  the  inhabitants  of  Hertfordshire  before 
the  inhabitants  of  London,  is  there  any  pro- 
vision at  all  for  any  compensation  for  damage 
which  may  be  done  to  Hertfordshire  by  excessive 
pumping  for  Ihe  benefit  of  London  ?--Not  to 
my  knowledge. 

3787.  It  would,  of  course,  be  extremely 
difficult  to  estimate  such  compensation  in  money  ? 
—Absolutely. 

3788.  Therefore,  do  you  suggest  that  the 
only  Avay  in  which  it  can  really  be  dealt  with  is 
by  putting  a  limit  on  the  amovmt  of  water  which 
should  be  pumped  from  Hertfordshire  in  the 
future  ? — That  is  my  view,  and  that  is  one  of 
our  objects  in  appearing  here  to-day. 

3789.  So  that,  apart  from  your  general  objec- 
tions, which  1  will  touch  upon  again  in  a  minute, 
to  London  having  jurisdiction  in  Hertfordshire, 
do  you  say  that  before  any  Bill  is  passed  giving 
London  the  right  to  pump  in  Hertfordshire, 
there  ought  to  be  a  general  Act  putting  a  limit 
on  the  amount  drawn  from  Hertfordshire? — 
Certainly ;  I  was  going  to  mention  one  fact 
which  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the 
Report  of  the  Water  Commission,  that  is,  that 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  llickmansworth,  a  private 
individual  buys  a  small  area  of  land,  I  believe 
not  much  more  than  a  quarter  of  an  acre,  situated 
just  above  the  junction  of  two  streams,  and  in 
that  he  fixes  a  pumping  station,  and  advertises 
that  he  is  prepared  to  sell,  I  forset  how  many 
million  gallons  of  water  daily  that  he  pumps 
from  that  spot,  not  one  drop  of  which  belongs  to 
him  beyond  what  he  mlglit  require  for  his  own 
purposes  on  the  spot. 

Cross-examined  by  iVlr.  Worsley  Taylor. 
3790.  As  I  understand  you,  and  as  I  think 
you  stated  at  the  recent  conference,  distinctly 
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you  were  of  opinion  there  ought  to  be  a  better 
water  supply  for  the  metropolis  than  there  now 
is  ? — I  perfectly  agree  with  that. 

3791.  You  have  had  serious  reason  to  com" 
plain  in  your  own  district,  I  think  ? — In  wha* 
respect  ? 

3792.  However,  I  will  not  pursue  that.  I  am 
quite  content  with  what  you  have  said  already. 
In  your  view,  if  I  follow  you,  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  look  to  existing  sources  ;  you  must  go  outside? 
— That  is  ray  view,  distinctly. 

3793.  At  present,  if  I  follow  you,  in  your 
view  there  is  pumping  going  on  to  a  gi'eater 
extent  than  is  wise  in  the  interests  of  your 
county  ? — I  am  of  that  opinion. 

3794.  And  even  if  the  companies  were  left  as 
they  are,  there  ought  to  be  a  limit  put  upon 
their  pumping  powers? — I  quite  agree  with  you. 

3795.  That  means  Iea;islation  ? — It  means 
legislation,  I  believe. 

3796.  At  the  instance  of  somebody? — At  the 
instance  of  somebody. 

3797.  I  suppose  you  have  no  objection  to 
London  having  its  own  water  supply  if  it  lil^s  ? 
— It  does  not  affect  us  at  all  so  long  as  we  are 
free  from  any  interference  by  London  with  our 
supplies. 

3798.  Then  you  are  uot  against  purchase, 
provided  you  are  safeguarded  ? — Provided  we 
are  safeguarded,  I  do  not  see  that  it  is  any  busi- 
ness of  ours  whai  may  be  done  in  Middlesex  and 
London. 

3799.  And,  as  I  understand  you,  the  circum- 
stances of  the  companies  which  affect  you,  the 
New  River  and  the  East  London,  in  their  rela- 
tions to  your  county  are  very  special  indeed  ? 
— They  are,  inasmuch  as  the  principal  amount  of 
the  water  which  they  derive  is  taken  from  Hert- 
fordshire, and  sold  by  them  in  London. 

3800.  So  that  they  ought  to  be  considered  on 
their  own  merits,  quite  apart,  for  instance,  in 
questions  affecting  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Companies? — -Our  feeling  was,  I 
think  this,  that  all  the  Bills  should  be  treated 
together,  but  after  the  decision  of  the  Council 
thooe  were  the  only  two  Bills  against  which  we 
petitioned. 

3801.  Which  Bills?— We  only  petitioned 
against  the  Bills  relating  to  the  East  London 
and  the  New  River  Company,  until  we  found 
that,  in  order  to  have  a  locus  standi  here,  we  had 
to  petition  against  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall. 

3802.  You  mean  as  against  the  Lambeth  and 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall,  it  would  be  quite  clear 
that  if  the  decision  on  those  Bills  did  not  affect 
any  decisions  on  the  East  London  and  New 
River  Bills,  you  would  not  have  been  concerned  ? 
—Exactly. 

3803.  When  those  two  Bills  come  on,  you 
want  your  position  considered  without  pi-ejudice 
to  anything  which  has  gone  before  ? — We  wanted 
it  to  be  so  ;  but  now,  as  we  have  the  opportunity 
of  stating  our  views,  we  do  not  want  to  incur 
the  enormous  expense  to  a  small  county  of 
appearing  before  the  Committee. 

N  N  3  +-  3304.  And 
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3804.  And  having  safeguarded  your  position, 
as  far  as  these  two  particular  Bills  are  concerned, 
you  have  no  further  concern  '?  — Quite  so. 

(The  Witness  withdrew.) 


Lord  Robert  Cecil.']  If  the  Committee  will  give 
me  one  moment  to  consider  how  much  of  the 
proofs  of  my  witnesses  is  available  after  the 
decision  you  have  just  given  I  should  be  glad. 
It  will  very  materially  shorten  the  case  I  shall 
present  to  you,  but  there  are  one  or  two  points 
which  I  should  like  to  prove. 


Mr.  John  Hopkinson?  sworn  ;  and  Examined. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3805.  You  are  a  Fellow  of  the  Geological 
Society  and  a  Fellow  of  the  Royal  Meteorological 
Society  ? — Yes. 

3806-7.  A  great  deal  of  what  you  were  going 
to  say  to  the  Committee  did  deal,  I  think,  with 
the  opinion  which  you  share  Avith  Sir  John  Evans, 
that  the  conclusions  of  the  Royal  Commission 
were  not  sound  in  all  respects  ? — That  is  so. 

3808.  We  will  not  go  into  that,  but  there  is 
one  fact  that  you  are  anxious  to  bring  to  the 
notice  of  the  Committee  with  reference  to  the 
notice  given  by  the  East  London  Company  in 
September  1894,  I  think  ? — Tes. 

3809.  Will  you  exjjlain  what  tlie  notice  was  ? 
— The  East  London  Waterworks  Company  gave 
notice  that  in  consequence  of  the  diminution  of 
the  water  of  the  Lea  

Mr.  Bidder.]  My  learned  friend,  I  submit,  is 
going  far  beyond  the  purview  of  this  Bill.  This 
is  not  a  question  between  Hertfordshire  and  the 
East  London  Company.  I  do  not  know  what 
this  gentleman  is  going  to  say,  but  one  petitioner 
cannot  be  heard  against  another. 

Chairman.]  I  do  not  know  what  Mr.  Hopkin- 
son  is  going  to  say  at  present,  but  we  will  just 
listen. 

Witness.]  Simply  that  the  East  London  Com- 
pany had  to  give  notice  of  a  diminution  of  their 
supply  on  account  of  their  not  being  able  to  get 
a  sufficient  supply. 

Chairman.]  How  do  you  apply  that  to  your 
present  contention,  Lord  Robert? 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  That  must  have  been  due 
to  a  depletion  of  the  chalk  water,  because  the 
rainfall  was  normal. 

Chairman.]  I  do  not  see  how  that  bears  upon 
or  supports  your  ojiposition  to  this  Bill,  which  is 
now  before  us. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  It  supports  it  in  this  way  : 
If  we  can  show  that  in  point  of  fact  there  is 
depletion  actually  going  on,  and  that  we  have 
already  suffered,  we  make  a  strong  case  not  to  be 
put  into  a  position  in  which  we  should  suffer 
more  severely  still. 

Chairman.]  Yes,  as  far  as  that  goes,  but  you 
must  not  get  into  some  side  controversy  with  the 
company. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  Of  course  it  is  difficult. 
I  do  not  know  at  all  what  the  Lambeth  and 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  say  about 
these  things ;  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  Hert- 
fordshire, of  course. 

Chairman.]  But  you  are  a])pearing  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  present  Bill  which  is  forathe  purchase 
of  these  companies,  and  as  I  understand  the  con- 


tention which  you  are  now  supporting  by  evidence 
is,  that  if  the  undertakings  are  passed  over  to  the 
London  County  Council,  you  will  have  more 
difficulty  in  asserting  your  own  rights  as  against 
that  London  County  Council  than  you  would 
against  the  existing  company. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  And  rather  more  than  that, 
sir,  that  the  London  County.Council  will  be  bound 
by  their  declarations  to  take  more  water  from 
the  chalk  than  the  companies  do,  that  is  to  say, 
they  will  be  bound  to  substitute  chalk  water  for 
stream  water,  and  therefore  we  shall  be  in  a 
worse  position  so  far  as  the  depletion  of  the 
chalk  water  is  concerned. 

Chairman.]  Yes.  Then  what  is  Mr.  Hupkin- 
son  going  to  shoAv  in  sujjport  of  that  ? 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  He  is  going  to  show  that 
there  was  a  notice  by  the  East  London  Water 
Company  that  they  were  unable  from  some 
reason  or  other  to  siq:)ply  their  full  quantity  of 
water. 

Chairman.]  That  is  fair. 

liord  Robert  Cecil.]  Then  he  is  going  to  show 
that  that  could  not  have  been  due  to  the  ordinary 
natural  variation  of  rainfall,  because  in  that  year 
the  rainfall  was  by  no  means  less  than  usual. 

Witness.]  Considerably  more. 

Chairman.]  I  think  if  the  witness  states  that 
in  general  terms  you  need  not  go  into  par- 
ticulars. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  I  should  like  to  point  out  this  : 
My  learned  friend  is  going  to  make  an  allegation 
against  one  of  the  companies  with  regard  to  the 
supply  of  water  and  the  reasons  for  it,  and  to 
draw  deductions  as  to  the  effect  of  their  pump- 
ing. Now  it  is  quite  obvious,  whether  he  is 
right  or  wrong,  the  companies  have  their  own 
views  on  that,  and  if  the  evidence  is  to  be  heard 
on  one  side  it  will  have  to  be  heard  on  the 
other. 

Chairman.]  That  may  be,  but  I  cannot  stop 
this  evidence  in  general  terms  ;  your  deduction 
from  that  may  arise  by-and-bye,  but  I  do  not  see 
how  I  can  interfere  now. 

Witness.]  May  I  state  in  general  terms  the 
])oint.  The  point  is  this,  that  there  was  evidently 
from  this  action  of  the  East  London  Water  Com- 
pany, and  I  need  not  go  into  the  question  fur- 
ther, but  I  think  we  have  witnesses  who  will  be 
able  to  stale  that  the  case  has  occurred  in  other 
instances,  there  was  a  diminution  in  the  water 
from  the  chalk  area  in  our  county  ;  there  was  a 
want  of  water,  but  my  point  is  that  that  was  not 
due  to  a  deficiency  of  rainfall.  We  have  already 
heard  that  the  percolation  is  due  almost  entirely 
to  the  rain  which  falls  in  the  winter  months  from 
the  end  of  September  to  the  end  of  March  ;  I 
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take  those  six  months.  In  the  winter  of  1893- 
1894  in  those  six  months  the  actual  average  rain- 
fall taken  at  10  stations  evenly  distributed  over 
the  coimty  of  Hertfordshire  was  14'59  inches. 
Taking  the  average  rainfall  for  50  years  as  100, 
that  amount  represents  111.  Therefore  for  that 
winter  we  had  11  per  cent,  more  rain  than  the 
average  rainfalls  for  the  past  50  years.  Pre- 
suming that  we  ought  not  to  rely  on  one  year 
only,  but  that  we  ought  to  take  the  ratio  of 
three  winters ;  the  ratio  of  three  winters  from 
the  1st  October  1«91  to  31st  March  1894  was 
112  per  cent.,  being  12  per  cent,  rainfall  more 
than  the  average.  Notwithstanding  that  excess 
of  rainfall  there  was  a  difficulty  in  obtaining 
water  from  tlie  chalk,  and  our  streams  were 
running  dry. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  That  is  all  I  propose  to 
ask. 

Mr.  Pember.]  The  only  thing  I  venture  to 
say  is  that,  appearing  as  I  do  for  the  East 
London  Water  Company,,  of  course  I  have  no 
right  to  cross-examine  this  witness  by  the  forms 
of  the  House,  and  I  must  say  I  think  it  is  a  little 
hard,  and  questionable  too,  as  a  matter  of  prac- 
tice and  procedure,  especially  after  the  line  this 
discussion  has  taken,  for  a  witness  to  come 
suddenly  into  the  box  and  make  an  attack  on 
one  special  company  on  a  perfectly  collateral 
issue,  and  also  to  go  behind  findings  of  the  Royal 
Commission  in  this  very  matter. 

Chairman. 

3810.  I  will  ask  the  witness  then  this  ques- 
tion. (To  the  Wicness.)  Is  it  a  fact  that  the 
Report  of  the  Royal  Commission  or  the  evidence 
which  was  tendered  there,  I  am  not  speaking  of 
my  own  knowledge,  but  I  ask  you  as  a  question, 
was  it  consistent  altogether  with  the  view  you 
have  stated  now  ? — It  is  not  consistent  with  the 
view  of  the  Roj'al  Commission  that  a  consider- 
ably greater  amount  of  water  can  be  taken  froin 
the  Valley  of  the  Lea,  but  I  may  [)oint  out 
this  

Mr.  Pember. ]  On  that  answer  I  have  another 
remark.  The  witness  has  admitted  what  I  knew 
to  be  ihe  fact,  and  that  is,  he  is  now  asking  you 
to  hear  him  in  opposition  to  the  conclusions  of  the 
Royal  Commission. 

Chairman.]  I  have  already  told  Lord  Robert 
Cecil  we  could  not  allow  that  line  to  be  gone 
into,  and  with  this  witness  we  have  only  gone  to 
the  extent  you  have  heard,  and  I  do  not  propose 
to  go  further.  I  have  elicited,  as  you  wished, 
that  the  statement  of  Mr.  Hopkinson,  very 
valuable  in  itself,  is  not  consistent  with  the 
finding  of  the  Royal  Commission.  That  being 
so,  I  think  you  may  safely  leave  it  there  for  the 
present. 

Witness.]  May  I  point  out  that  at  the 
time  the  Royal  Commission  sat,  there  was  a 
slight  deficiency  in  the  rainfall,  and  thei'efore 
this  evidence  could  not  be  brought  forward. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Worslei/  Taylor. 

3811.  1  have  only  one  question  to  ask  you,  if 
my  learned  friends  have  adjusted  their  ditler- 
ences.  As  I  understand  you,  there  are  certain 
very  special   cii'cmnstances    which    affect  the 
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Mr.  Worslgy  Taylor — continued. 

pumping  powers  of  the  New  River  Company,  is 
that  it  ? — I  have  not  alluded  to  any  special  cir- 
cumstances. 

3812.  There  are  cei'tain  circumstances,  a,re 
there  not,  affecting  the  pumping  powers  of  the 
New  River  Company  ? 

Mr.  Pope.]  I  thought  it  was  the  East  London 
he  was  asked  about  ? 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.  ^ 

3813.  (To  the  Witness.)  Is  that  so  ?— That  is 
not  a  point  on  which  I  am  prepared  to  give  any 
evidence. 

Mr.  Pember.]  My  learned  friend  must  take  his 
answer. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. 

3814.  (To  the  Witness.)  You  have  been  re- 
ferring to  pumping  ? — Yes,  I  have  been  referring 
to  pumping. 

3815.  By  whom  ? — The  water  companies. 

3816.  What  water  companies  ? — -The  water 
companies  generally.  I  have  not  referred  to 
any  special  water  company,  except  that  the 
action  of  the  East  London  Company  was  brought 
to  my  notice. 

3817.  Then  it  is  the  action  of  the  East 
London  ? — I  have  not  referred  to  it  except  in 
that  respect. 

3818.  Is  that  the  one  you  had  in  your  mind? 
— Yes. 


I  am  told  my  learned 
y  this  course  with  resrard 


friend 
to  the 


Mr.  Pember. 
pursued  exact 

last  witness.  I  wish  I  had  been  here,  as  if  I  had 
been,  I  should  have  taken  an  objection. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  Under  the  circum- 
stances, sir,  I  do  not  know  at  all  whether  I 
should  be  justified  in  putting  in  any  further  wit- 
nesses after  your  ruling.  We  are  very  anxious 
indeed  to  present  to  this  Committee,  if  the  Com- 
mittee will  hear  us,  the  case  of  the  very  serious 
grievance  which  unquestionably  exists  in  Hert- 
fordshire from  the  pumping  of  the  water. 

Chairman.]  I  do  not  think  you  are  justified  in 
doing  that  iipon  the  Bill  of  the  Lambeth  Com- 
pany. So  far  as  it  is  a  ground  of  general  objec- 
tion in  protection  of  your  rights  when  the  time 
comes  I  think  you  have  laid  your  case  before 
the  Committee,  and  if  you  want  to  call  any  fur- 
ther evidence  within  the  limits  that  I  have  sug- 
gested to  you,  we  are  quite  willing  to  hear  it, 
but  we  are  not  willing  to  go  into  a  controversy 
which  will  re-open  the  whole  question  which  was 
tried  before  the  Royal  Commission. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  Perhaps  you  will  forgive 
my  saying  this,  sir.  Of  course,  if  you  say  you 
would  rather  hear  this  evidence  on  the  New 
River  and  East  London  Bills,  we  bow  to  your 
decision. 

Chairman.]  That  may  or  may  not  be  so,  but 
at  present  we  are  rather  dealing  with  the  general 
question. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  What  we  feel  about  it  is 
this,  that  supposing  the  Committee  should  at  any 
time  decide  that  the  case  of  Hertfordshire  should 
be  heard  before  the  Committee  decide  on  any 
general  change  in  the  supply  of  water  to  London, 
if  that  is  to  l)e   heard  at  any  time  this  is  the 
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proper  time.  If  we  are  to  make  any  Preamble 
objection  to  any  of  the  Bills,  we  must  make  that 
Preamble  objection  now. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor. '\  Why  ? 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.^  Because  if  we  do  not,  and 
we  afterwards  come,  on  the  NeAv  River  Bill,  for 
instance,  and  make  this  objection,  and  the  Com- 
mittee are  of  opinion  that  the  objection  is  well 
founded,  and  is  so  serious  an  objection  that  they 
would  be  disposed  to  declare  the  Preamble  not 
proved,  the  Committee  would  be  in  this  position  ; 
either  they  Avould  be  bound  not  to  give  effect  to 
that  decision,  which  would  be  an  injustice  to 
Hertfordshire  on  the  assumption  I  made,  or  they 
would  give  effect  to  that  decision,  and  in  that 
case  would  destroy  the  general  scheme  of  the 
purchase  of  the  whole  of  the  eight  water  com- 
panies. 

Chairman.~\  I  see  that,  and  that  is  the  reason 
why  we  agreed  to  go  into  the  evidence  as  far  as 
we  have  gone,  and  if  you  tell  me  how  much  fur- 
ther you  propose  to  go  with  this  witness  

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  I  am  not  going  to  ask 
this  witness  another  question,  sir.  I  have  another 
witness,  a  Member  of  this  House,  in  the  room, 
and  I  have  also  the  surveyor  of  the  county  of 
Hertfordshire.  They  would  prove  this.  The 
honourable  Member  would  prove  that  a  great 
diminution  of  the  water  supply  in  the  streams  in 
his  neighbourhood  has  taken  place  within  the 
last  few  years,  and  he  attributes  that,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  to  the  pumping  of  the  water  companies. 
The  surveyor  would  prove  more  genei'ally  the 
same  kind  of  thing. 

(The  Witness  withdrew.) 

Chairman.]  But  would  not  that  rather  be  a 
question  (assuming  for  the  sake  of  argument  that 
we  were  to  declare  the  Preamble  of  this  Bill 
proved)  of  argument  when  you  came  to  settle 
how  the  relations  of  the  various  outside  authori- 
ties were  to  be  dealt  with  in  the  clauses  of  the 
Bill. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  W^ith  great  respect,  sir, 
I  chink  not.  I  do  not  see  how  we  could  ask  the 
Committee  to  sanction  a  purchase  by  the  London 
County  Council  upon  the  footing  that  they  were 
purchasing  the  whole  (of  course  this  is  much 
more  a  matter  for  the  London  County  Council 
than  for  us),  but  it  seems  to  me  there  would  be 
srave  objections  to  sanctioning  a  purchase  by 
the  London  County  Council  of  the  existing 
powers  of  the  whole  of  the  water  companies,  and 
afterwards  coming  and  saying  that  though  they 
have  purchased  the  whole  of  the  water  com- 
panies' powers  they  are  only  to  exercise  a  portion 
of  them. 

Chairman.]  As  I  understand,  that  is  an  argu- 
ment which  has  been  put  forward  in  various 
forms,  and  we  have  not  at  ^11  precluded  you 
going  into  it,  if  you  think  fit  in  ^going  through 
the  Bill,  that  is  as  to  what  the  relations  of  the 
County  Council  and  the  various  outside  authori- 
ties are  to  be.  'Ilie  County  Council  have  settled 
with  Surrey,  as  I  understand,  what  their  relations 
are  to  be,  but  that  does  not,  I  think,  shut  out 
any  other  county  council  raising  such  objections 
in  the  course  of  the  Bill  as  they  think  fit.  The 
only  thing  is,  t  think,  it  would  be  going  rather 


far  at  the  present  stage  to  allow  one  area  affected 
to  go  into  the  whole  of  that  case. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  Of  course  1  am  in  the 
hands  of  the  Committee  entirely,  but  I  do  feel, 
and  I  have  felt  all  along,  that  there  is  a  great 
difficulty  which  is  not  of  our  seeking,  but  which 
arises  from  the  way  in  which  this  ease  has  been 
submitted  to  the  Committee.  Of  course,  if 
the  London  County  Council  in  the  exercise  of 
their  discretion  had  thought  fit  to  present  this 
whole,  for  the  purchase  of  the  eight 
companies,  whatever  form  they  had  given  to  their 
Bill,  unquestionably  we  should  have  been  en- 
titled, on  the  Preamble  of  such  a  Bill  as  I  sug- 
gest, to  have  gone  into  any  question  which 
would  have  affected  the  case  of  any  company, 
and  I  do  submit  (and  I  am  afraid  I  am,  to  some 
extent,  repeating  myself)  that  we  shall  be  most 
seriously  prejudiced  unless  we  are  allowed  to  o-o 
into  all  Preamble  objections  to  all  the  Bills  on 
this  Bill,  because  when  we  come  to  deal  with  the 
special  Bill  affecting  us  more  prirticularly,  we 
shall  be  met  with  this  difficulty  :  either  our 
Preamble  objection  is  to  be  overruled,  contrary 
to  the  justice  of  the  case,  or  else  the  Council 
must  abandon  the  scheme  for  the  purchase  of  the 
whole  eight  water  companies. 

Chairman.]  I  feel  that  embarrassment  too, 
and  I  think  it  is  inherent  in  the  way  in  which 
these  Bills  are  brought  forward,  as  parts  of  a 
large  scheme,  but  I  think  the  most  convenient 
and  common-sense  way  of  meeting  it  is  that 
which  the  Committee  have  pursued  up  to  the 
present  time ;  and  whilst  I  do  not  wish  to  check 
you  at  all  in  putting  forward  any  general 
evidence  of  the  kind  you  suggest,  1  only  wish  to 
protest  against  your  going  into  a  detailed  re- 
opening of  the  finding  of  the  Royal  Commission. 
I  mean  to  say  if  the  Committee  should  be  of 
opinion  that,  speaking  generally,  you  had 
established  by  general  evidence  a  case  which 
shovdd  prevent  them  declaring  the  Preamble 
proved,  then  perhaps  we  might  have  to  call  on 
the  promoters  to  say  something  further,  because 
one  result  of  the  way  in  which  the  case  has  been 
presented  to  us  is,  that  we  have  been  driven  into 
taking  the  course  which  we  did  at  aa  early  stage 
of  the  proceedings,  which  of  course  you  will 
remember.  But  if  you  will  tell  me  how  far  you 
want  to  go  into  this  evidence  now,  we  will  en- 
deavour to  meet  you. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  If  we  were  unfettered 
altogether  in  our  discretion  we  should  be  anxious 
to  submit  to  the  Committee  what  we  regard  as 
a  strong  case,  partly  as  proved  already,  but 
remaining  to  be  proved  by  the  surveyor  of  the 
county,  dealing  with  the  actual  effect  of  the 
pumping  of  the  water  companies  as  existing,  and 
the  fear  we  deduce  from  that  actual  effect  of 
what  may  be  the  consequence  of  the  pumping 
by  the  London  County  Council  if  they  replace 
the  water  companies. 

Chairman.]  But  surely  that  would  be  rather 
some  reason  for  joutting  provisions  in  your  Bill 
when  it  comes,  to  prevent  that  being  carried  too 
far.  I  mean  to  say  if  you  have  a  case  different 
from  the  county  of  Surrey,  where  the  Lambeth 
and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  are, 
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then  I  do  not  see  how  you  will  be  precluded 
from  raising  that  part  of  your  case  when  this 
Committee,  or  whatever  Committee  it  may  be, 
deals  with  one  matter. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  Tlie  only  way  in  which 
we  should  be  precluded  would  be  that  it  would 
be  in  my  judgment  a  preamble  objection. 

Chairman.]  No  ;  the  view  I  take  is  this,  and  I 
think  the  Committee  agree  with  me  generally, 
that  you  have  given  enough  evidence  now  to 
suggest  the  argument  that  if  the  present  state  of 
affairs  be  injurious  to  you  a  fortiori  it  will  be 
more  injurious  when  you  have  a  powerful  body 
against  whom  it  will  be  more  difficult  for  you  to 
contend.  I  think  we  have  let  you  give  enough 
evidence  to  raise  that,  and  that  is,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  the  preamble  objection. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil]  That  is  undoubtedly  a 
preamble  objection. 

Chairman.]  Then  I  think  you  have  given  the 
Committee  sufficient  evidence  to  show  that  from 
your  point  of  view  there  is  some  degree  of  extra 
strain  which  may  be  put  upon  the  water  sources 
of  your  district. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  That  is  what  we  say,  air. 

Chairman.]  And  that  you  apprehend  it  will 
be  worse  if  the  County  Council  should  take  the 
place  of  the  water  companies. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  It  would  be  worse  in  a 
double  way,  that  they  would  want  more  water 
and  they  would  be  more  difficult  to  oppose. 

Chairman.]  Then  you  have  put  forward  a 
certain  amount  of  evidence  ;  there  has  been  no 
serious  cross-examination  upon  it  by  the  pro- 
moters of  the  Bill,  and  if  you  like  to  accumulate 
some  more  evidence  of  that  kind  we  have  no 
objection. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil]  If  you  tell  me,  sir,  that 
you  invite  us  not  to  give  any  more  evidence  on 
that  point  

Chairman.]  No,  I  do  not  indeed,  certainly 
not  ;  give  as  much  as  you  think  fit ;  but  I  do 
not  think  it  is  necessary  in  order  to  found  your 
argument  for  whatever  it  is  worth.  It  is  really 
only  to  say :  "If  1  complain  that  I  suffer  at 
present  from  a  certain  depletion  of  my  wells,  I 
anticipate  it  will  be  worse." 

Lord  Robert  Cecil]  Certainly,  but  it  very 
much  depends  upon  how  far  my  complaint  of 
suffering  is  well  founded. 

Chairman.]  Yes. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil]  And  that  is,  of  course,  a 
matter  of  evidence  ? 

Chairman.]  Yes;  but  even  supposing  there 
was  some  suffering  at  present  of  the  kind  you 
claim  to  suffer  from  ;  by-the-bye  you  have  not 
exactly  expounded  in  what  way  this  more 
formidable  body  is  going  to  be  more  difficult  to 
deal  with  ;  but  assuming  that,  it  does  not  follow 
that  we  should  accept  that  as  an  argument 
ao-ainst  the  Preamble  of  the  Bill. 

O 

Lord  Robert  Cecil]  Certainly  not,  sir,  but  I 
apprehend  if  I  could  show,  apart  from  the  objec- 
tion you  have  indicated  as  to  the  Royal  Com- 
mission, that  we  are  suffering  under  a  very 
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serious  grievance  already,  that  would  be  a 
ground. 

Chairman.]  As  I  say,  you  have  given  some 
evidence  to  that  effect,  and  I  do  not  object  to 
your  calling  as  many  more  witnesses  as  you 
jilease  upon  that  point. 

Mr.  Pember.]  May  I  venture  to  say  this,  as 
representing  some  of  the  companies.  There  need 
be  no  further  contest  at  all  as  between  Lord 
Robert  and  myself.  We  do  not  in  the  least 
degree  object  to  hear  Lord  Robert  say,  "  what- 
ever may  be  the  effect  of  the  pumping  upon  us 
now,  we  look  with  great  apprehension  on  the 
transfer  of  these  undertakings  to  a  body  like  the 
London  County  Council,  which  has  as  loudly 
and  forcibly  as  it  possibly  can  do,  before  the 
Royal  Commission  and  elsewhere,  announced  its 
detestation  of  the  Thames  and  the  Lea  River 
waters,  and  its  determination  to  get  rid  of  them 
as  soon  as  it  can.  We  therefore  fear  very  much 
(speaking  as  Lord  Robert  would  speak),  and  we 
look  with  great  apprehension  on  these  under- 
takings passing  into  the  hands  of  a  body  who 
would  double  or  treble  the  amount  of  pumped 
water."  I  do  not  mind  that  at  all,  but  what  I 
do  seriously  object  to  is  this  :  Lord  Robert 
giving  evidence  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  water 
companies  and  the  result  of  their  pumping,  which 
might  have  the  effect  of  casting  a  slur,  as  it 
were,  on  their  title  to  pump  within  their  present 
Parliamentary  powers  from  the  chalk. 

Chairman.]  I  do  not  think  that  is  quite  fair 
on  this  issue  at  present,  because  this  Committee 
is  certainly  not  going  into  the  question  as  to 
whether  some  action,  legislative  or  otherwise, 
should  be  taken  as  to  the  dealings  of  the  present 
companies  with  their  present  clients.  That  we 
will  not  go  into. 

Mr.  Pember.]  Quite  so  ;  that  is  exactly  what 
we  feel,  and  that  is  the  line  we  take.  Let  Lord 
Robert  express  as  much  fear  as  he  likes  of  a 
transfer  to^the  London  County  Council,  but  do  not 
let  him  do  anything  to  throw  a  slur  on  the  find- 
ing of  the  Royal  Commission,  so  far  as  it  affects 
the  powers  of  the  present  companies. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil]  1  have  had  an  opportu- 
nity of  consulting  my  clients,  and  I  feel  (they 
knowing  even  better  than  I  do  what  is  going  to 
be  said)  it  would  not  be  respectful  to  the  Com- 
mittee, after  the  expression  of  opinion  they 
have  given,  to  carry  the  case,  as  far  as  existing 
depletion  is  concerned,  any  further  than  we  have 
carried  it.  We  should,  of  course,  but  for  that 
decision,  have  been  very  anxious  to  put  before 
the  Committee  the  full  case  of  Hertfordshire, 
but  no  doubt  it  would  have  taken  some  consider- 
able time,  and  it  would  unquestionably  have 
given  an  ample  right  to  the  water  companies  to 
be  heard,  to  show  that  they  do  not,  in  fact, 
pump  too  much  water  from  Hertfordshire.  We 
cannot  disguise  that  from  ourselves. 

Chairman.]  Yes ;  but  quite  apart  from  the 
question  of  time,  I  think  it  would  have  been 
hardly  a  convenient  covirse,  with  the  view  of 
supporting  what  is  after  all  an  argument  easily 
understood,  that  your  county  would  be  put  in 
some  greater  danger  of  an  evil  which  it  says  it 
complains  of  at  the  present  time.    I  reallv  do 
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not  think  that  if  you  were  to  give  all  your 
'evidence,  and  it  were  met  by  evidence  on  the 
other  side,  this  Committee  would  probably  be 
able  to  form  a  very  conclusive  opinion  on  the 
issue  which  you  would  have  raised,  but  we  can, 
of  course,  form  an  opinion,  and  we  will  cer- 
tainly consider  the  argument  which  you  have 
put  forward,  which  is,  that  be  the  pressure  upon 
your  water  supply  what  it  may,  you  consider 
the  London  County  Council  would  have  temp- 
tations, in  pursuit  of  its  own  policy,  to  put  a 
still  greater  pressure  upon  your  supplies  ;  and 
if  it  were  to  do  so,  you  would  find  it  more 
difficult  to  combat  the  London  County  Council 
than  you  would  the  companies. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  That  is  the  argument. 
Perhaps  I  may  be  permitted  to  add  this  one 
word,  that,  rightly  or  wrongly,  there  is  a  very 
strong  feeling  in  the  county  of  Hertford  itself, 
that  they  are  already  suffering. 

Chairman,']  If  you  like  to  call  any  evidence  as 
to  .that  feeling,  the  Committee  will  hear  it,  but 


we  do  not  want  to  go  into  the  engineering 
question. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil]  Then  I  will  call  Mr. 
Hudson. 

Mr.  IVorsley  Taylor.]  Would  you  allow  me, 
sir,  to  say  one  word  in  reference  to  a  question 
which  I  put  just  now,  in  justice  to  myself  ? 
When  I  put  a  question  as  to  the  circumstances,  I 
did  not  desire  for  one  moment  to  go  into  the 
special  circumstances  relating  to  other  Bills. 
On  the  contrary,  the  case  we  liave  been  putting 
throughout  to-day  is  that  we  are  not  concerned 
with  the  details  of  the  other  Bills.  All  1  desired 
to  get  from  the  witness  was  that  the  circum- 
stances which  he  had  in  his  mind  were  those 
affecting  other  Bills  which  are  not  before  the 
Committee,  and  then  1  wanted  to  put  the  ques- 
tion whether  he  had  any  circumstances  in  his 
mind  affecting  these  two  Bills. 

Chairman,]  Quite  so. 


Mr.  G.  B.  Hudson,  m.p.,  sworn;  and  Examined. 


Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3819.  You  are  Member  for  the  Hitchin 
Division  of  Hertfordshire  ? — Yes. 

3820.  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  feeling 
of  your  division  and  the  county  generally  as  to 
this  water  scheme  ? — Yes. 

3821.  W^ill  you  explain,  rightly  or  wrongly, 
what  the  feeling  of  the  inhabitants  of  Hertford- 
shire is  with  respect  to  the  abstraction  of  Avater 
by  pumping  ?— They  think  already  a  large 
quantity  of  water  is  being  abstracted,  and  that  in 
that  portion  of  the  county  the  water  is  running 
very  short.  There  is,  of  course,  a  certain 
amount  of  feeling,  and  they  think,  and  I  think 
rightly,  that  the  water  has  Ibeen  taken  from  the 
deep  wells  and  conveyed  to  London.  To  a  cer- 
tain extent,  as  I  know  well,  property  of  various 
descriptions  has  decreased  in  value  by  the  absence 
of  water. 

3822.  The  Committee  do  not  wish  us  to  go 
into  the  question  of  whether  they  are  right  or 
wrong  in  attributing  that  to  the  pumping,  but,  in 
fact,  that  is  generally  attributed  throughout 
Hertfordshire  to  the  pumping  in  these  wells  ? — 
Yes,  because  in  Hertfordshire  we  lie  about  300 
feet  above  London,  and  all  our  streams  slant 
down  to  London  at  various  points.  On  the  New 
Kiver  Company  and  other  companies  they  have 
deep  wells  which  take  away  our  water. 

Mr.  Pember.]  I  think  we  had  better  stoj)  this 
on  the  threshold.  There  are  two  vices  in  this  : 
one  is  that  these  questions  were  thoroughly  dis- 
cussed before  the  Royal  Commission,  who,  in 
spite  of  all  this  evidence  on  this  topic,  came  to 
the  conclusion  that  a  certain  amount  of  water 
could  be  obtained  from  the  chalk  in  excess  of 
what  is  obtained  now. 

Chairman.]  I  think  you  have  said  enough 
already  to  counteract  whatever  poison  there  was 
in  the  last  answer  of  the  witness. 

Mr.  Pember,]  There  is  another  thing  I  want  to 


point  out.  Nothing  must  be  done  or  suggested 
with  a  view  to  altering  the  Bills. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil,]  We  do  not  want  to  alter 
the  Bills,  we  want  to  reject  them;  we  do  not 
think  they  are  capable  of  alteration.  • 

Chairman.]  At  the  same  time  it  is  possible 
the  Committee,  I  do  not  say  they  would,  when 
we  come  to  consider  the  results  of  the  argu- 
ments  

Mr.  Pember.]  You  would  hardly  do  anything, 
I  am  sure,  to  reduce  the  value  of  the  water  com- 
panies' undertakings. 

Chairman.]  I  am  speaking  in  the  event  of  the 
Bills  being  passed.  Of  course  if  the  Bills  are 
passed,  there  is  an  end  of  the  water  companies' 
undertakings. 

Mr.  Pember.]  Not  altogether,  because  you 
might  put  a  clause  in  which  might  have  the 
effect  of  derogating  from  the  value  of  the  under- 
takings when  they  come  to  be  assessed  before 
the  arbitrator. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil. 

3823.  {To  the  Witness.)  Only  one  other  ques- 
tion. What  is  the  feeling,  and  what  is  your 
feeling  as  representing  Hertfordshire,  as  to  the 
advisability  of  giving  the  London  County  Council 
any  jiu-isdiclion,  as  a  water  authority,  in  Hert- 
fordshire ? — We  are  very  much  against  it. 

3824.  Do  you  feel  that  there  is  no  reason  why 
it  should  be  done,  and  that  it  might  cause  very 
great  injury  to  the  inhabitants  of  Hertford- 
shire ? — Certainly.  I  do  not  know  whether  I 
might  point  out  to  the  Committee  that  from  my 
own  personal  observation,  living  on  the  banks  of 
a  branch  of  the  Lea,  I  have  kept  pretty  close 
observation  for  the  last  30  or  40  years  as  to  the 
amount  of  water  springing  up  and  running  down 
the  stream,  and  certainly  during  the  last  eight, 
10,  or  12  years  there  has  been  a  great  diminution 
in  that  water. 

Mr.  Pember.] 
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Mr.  Pember.']  That  is  transgressing. 

Chairman.']  You  had  better  not  go  further. 

Witness.']  I  can  give  a  little  more  evidence 
upon  that  from  practical  experience. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  I  think  that  is  as  far  as 
jou  can  go. 

'Witness.]  Also,  I  might  say  the  lands  and 
farms  in  the  neighbourhood  of  streams  have 
greatly  depreciated  in  value. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  I  do  not  ask  anything ; 
I  think  we  have  raised  our  point  sufficiently. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  That  is  the  case,  I  shall 
submit,  sir,  for  Hertfordshire  ;  and  as  I  have 
already  addressed  the  Committee  at  considerable 
length,  I  do  not  propose  to  add  anything.  There 
is  one  matter  I  should  like  to  mention  before  I 
sit  down,  and  that  is  with  reference  to  the  direc- 
tion given  by  the  Committee,  that  the  London 
County  Council  should  bring  up  their  alternative 
Clause  6.    It  would,  of  course,  be  a  very  great 

,  convenience  that  a  copy  of  that  clause  should  be 
furnished  to  all  the  opponents  (speaking  for  the 

,  Qutside  districts)  as  early  as  possible ;  if  possible 
ojx  Monday,  or  whenever  they  have  settled  it.  I 
dp  "ot  know,  sir,  whether  the  Committee  would 
,  give  any  direction  with  regard  to  that  matter. 

Chairman.]  That  is  fair  enough.  I  hardly 
imagine  there  will  be  any  reluctance  as  soon 
as  it  is  convenient  to  the  promoters  to  let  the 
opponents  have  the  clause  with  which  they  will 
hkve  to  deal  On  Tuesday. 

,  Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  We  have  desired  to 
:hasten  this  matter  as  much  as  possible,  and  pro- 
bably my  learned  friends  have  seen  the  intima- 
tion in  the  papers  that  a  special  meeting  of  the 
Council  has  been  summoned  to  consider  this 
matter  on  Monday,  and  as  soon  as  possible,  when 
the  form  of  clause  is  decided  on,  we  will  pro- 
duce it. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  Perhaps  you  will  say,  sir, 
that  my  learned  friends  should  let  us  have  it  on 
Monday  night. 

Chairman,]  What  I  said  was,  as  soon  as  you 
conveniently  could  after  the  London  County 
Council  have  arrived  at  a  decision.  I  am  sure 
you  will  make  no  difficulty  about  it,  Mr.  Worsley 
Taylor. 

Mr.  Worsley  Taylor.]  Certainly  not,  sir ;  I 
have  said  we  shall  produce  it  at  the  earliest 
possible  moment. 

Mr.  Letvis  Coward.]  On  behalf  of  the  Surrey 
County  Council,  now  for  whom  I  appear  

Mr.  Bidder.]  What  right  have  the  Surrey 
County  Council  to  say  anything ;  they  have 
agreed  ? 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  Before  Mr.  Coward  says 
anything,  I  wish,  formally,  to  object. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.]  On  behalf  of  the  Surrey 
County  Council,  I  do  not  propose  to  take  up,  at 
this  juncture,  the  time  of  the  Committee  by 
making  a  speech ;  I  am  simply  going  to  put 
Mr.  Halsey,  the  chairman  of  the  Surrey  County 
Council,  into  the  box  forthwith. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  I  object. 
384. 


Mr.  Bidder.]  So  do  I ;  you  have  no  right  to 
do  that. 

Chairman.]  1  should  like  to  know  for  what 
purpose  ?  I  thought  the  Surrey  Council  had 
been  somewhat  of  a  ghost  all  this  time. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coivard.]  I  think  not,  sir.  You 
will  remember  we  have  lodged  a  petition  against 
this  Bill ;  we  are  opponents  to  this  Bill,  as 
strong  opponents  against  this  Bill  as  the  other 
county  councils  who  have  been  represented  here 
by  my  learned  friends.  Lord  Robert  Cecil  and 
Mr.  Richards,  and  we  still  oppose  this  Bill 
unless  this  agreement  is  scheduled  to  it.  I  do 
not  know  whether  this  agreement  is  going  to  be 
scheduled  to  the  Bill,  and,  until  it  is,  I  am  an 
opponent.  Further,  sir,  you  will  remember  this  : 
that  not  only  has  this  agreement  been  attacked 
seriatim  by  my  learned  friends,  but  also  I  might 
say  the  motives  and  the  reasons  that  affected 
the  Surrey  County  Council  in  coming  to  this 
agreement  have  been  impugned.  All  I  ask  you 
to  do  is  to  allow  me,  which  I  submit  I  have  a 
right  to  do  at  this  stag'e,  having  lodged  a 
petition  against  this  Bill,  and  being  an  opponent 
of  this  Bill  until  the  agreement  is  scheduled, 
to  put  the  chairman  in  the  chair,  and  ask  you 
to  hear  his  views.    I  submit  I  am  entitled  

Mr.  Bidder.]  My  learned  friend  is  not  entitled 
to  do  anything  of  the  kind.  My  learned  friend, 
Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  opened  to  the  Committee 
that  the  Surrey  County  Council  had  been 
agreed  with.  He  handed  in  an  agreement 
which  had  been  come  to,  and  which  he  intimated 
the  London  County  Council  were  prepared  to 
schedule  to  the  Bill.  That  being  done,  there  is 
an  end  of  the  Surrey  County  Council  here ; 
they  are  clearly  not  opponents,  and  they  have 
no  right  to  intervene  in  the  proceedings  in  any 
way  whatever.  My  attention  is  drawn  to  this, 
sir,  that  one  of  the  recitals  in  that  agreement  is 
this :  "  And  whereas  the  Surrey  County 
Council  (hereinafter  called  '  the  Surrey 
Council ')  have  presented  petitions  against  the 
said  Bills  relating  to  the  Lambeth  Company  and 
the  Southwark  Company,  and  it  has  been 
agreed  between  the  London  Council  and  the 
Surrey  Council  that  the  opposition  of  the  Surrey 
Council  to  the  said  Bills  should  be  withdrawn  in 
consideration  of  the  agreement  hereinafter  set 
forth."  Then  the  agreement  is  set  forth.  After 
that  it  is  impossible  for  the  Surrey  County 
Council  to  come  and  say  they  are  opponents  to 
this  Bill.  They  have  bound  themselves,  in  con- 
sideration of  that  agreement,  to  withdraw.  The 
London  County  Council  has  conceded  the  agree- 
ment, have  opened  it  to  the  Committee,  and 
intimated  they  wnll  put  it  into  the  Bill ;  conse- 
quently, the  Surrey  County  Council  have  no 
locus  standi  here  at  all. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.]  This  agreement  has  been 
vehemently  attacked,  as  the  Committee  are 
aware.  This  opposition  has  only  been  withdrawn 
to  the  extent  that,  if  this  agreement  should 
become  law,  I  am  no  longer  a  petitioner  against 
this  Bill. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  That  is  not  what  is  said. 

Mr.  Lewis  Cowa?-d.]  "  Should  be  withdrawn 
in  consideration  of  the  agreement  hereinafter  set 
0  O  2  -H-  forth." 
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forth."    This  agreement  is  not  yet  confirmed  by 

the  Bill,  and  until  it  is  

Chairman.^  But  surely  it  has  been  confirmed 
by  the  County  Council  ? 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.^  Yes,  but  my  learned 
friends  still  say  it  is  not  wor'h  the  paper  it  is 
written  on.  If  it  is  not  worth  the  paper  it  is 
written  on,  what  does  it  matter  to  them  ?  It 
matters  to  me  only,  and  I  venture  to  say  until  it 
is  confirmed  I  have  a  right  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Bidder. ~\  My  learned  friend  does  not 
■  notice  that  the  consideration  for  the  withdrawal 
by  the  Surrey  County  Council  is  not  the  con- 
firmation of  the  agreement  by  Parliament,  but 
the  entering  into  the  agreement  by  the  London 
County  Council,  and  the  last  clause  of  the  agree- 
ment provides  what  shall  happen  if  the  agree- 
ment is  not  confirmed  by  Parliament.  It  is  all 
provided  for.  "  These  heads,  or  the  formal 
agreement,  shall  be  scheduled  to  and  confirmed 
by  which  ever  of  the  said  Bills  shall  first  pass 
into  law,  and  if  and  so  far  as  the  provisions  of 
such  agreement  cannot  be  carried  into  effect 
under  such  Bill  by  the  London  Council  and  the 
Surrey  Council,  or  either  of  them  the  said 
councils,  shall  respectively  be  at  liberty  to  apply 
to  Parliament  at  their  own  expense  for  such 
further  powers  as  may  be  necessary  for  that 
purpose,  and  the  other  council  shall  at  their  own 
expense  do  all  things  which  may  be  reasonably 
required  of  them  in  support  of  the  application." 

Chairman.^  What  I  do  not  see  at  present  is 
how  you  can  call  a  witness  in  opposition  to  a 
Bill  which  you  have  agreed  to,  Mr.  Coward? 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.^  No,  Sir,  I  have  made  an 
agreement  which  I  say  until  it  is  confirmed  by 
the  Bill,  and  which  all  my  friends  say  around  me, 
is  ultra  vires.  They  say  this  agreement  is  ultra 
vires.  That  has  been  the  burden  of  their  song 
all  through. 

Chairman.']  But  surely  that  was  not  the  prin- 
ciple you  went  upon  when  you  entered  into  that 
agreement  ?  You  must  stand  on  the  view  you 
take  upon  the  ultra  vires  question  when  you 
entered  into  the  agreement. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.']  Am  I  to  be  attacked  by 
county  council  after  county  council,  whose  cir- 
cumstances are  utterly  and  entirely  diff'erent  to 
the  circumstances  affecting  the  Surrey  County 
Council  ? 

Chairman.]  Should  you  not  have  thought  of 
that  before  you  practically  withdrew  your  oppo- 
sition by  entering  into  the  contract  ? 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.]  No,  Sir,  I  venture  to 
think  that  is  not  so.  I  could  not  have  stopped  the 
evidence,  or  the  comments  made  upon  it,  although 
you  will  remember  a  great  deal  of  evidence  has 
been  given  with  reference  to  this  agreement 
during  which  time  I  have  sat  silent.  Now  I  say 
my  turn  has  come  to  put  before  the  Committee 
so  that  they  should  have  the  views  of  all  the 
county  councils  before  them  

Chairman.]  But  not  as  part  of  the  case  of  the 
opposition  to  the  Bill. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.]  Yes,  because  I  am  here 
opposing  this  Bill  in  toto.  I  desire  to  be  rid  of 
the  London  County  Council  unless  I  can  carry 


into  effect  this  agreement.  I  am  opposed  as 
strenuously  as  they  are  to  this  Bill,  and  the 
Chairman  will  tell  you  so. 

Chairman.]  At  the  present  moment  do  you 
oppose  it  or  support  it  ? 

Mr.    T^ewis   Coward.]  I  oppose  it  until  this 
agreement  

Chairman.]  Are  you  going  to  call  evidence 
against  the  Bill  ? 

Mr.  L  cwis  Coicard.]  I  am  going  to  call  the 
chairman,  who  will  tell  you  he  is  opposed  to  this 
Bill  until  he  can  have  this  agreement. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  And  the  promoters  have  said  he 
can  have  the  agreement  ? 

Mr.  Fember.]  1  think,  as  a  matter  of  procedure, 
the  matter  is  quite  plain. 

Mr.  Lewis  Cowar  d.]  May  I  ask  for  whom  my 
friend  appears  ? 

Mr.  Pember.]  For  four  water  companies,  and 
the  Kent  County  Council,  and  it  is  perfectly 
clear  my  friend  has  no  right  to  be  heard  now. 
If  any  body  should  come  forward  at  a  later  stage 
and  say  they  object  to  the  agreement  being 
scheduled,  then  he  certainly  would  have  a  right 
to  appear,  but  at  the  present  time  no  one  does 
object  to  it.^  The  only  thing  which  has  been 
said  about  it  is  that  it  is  a  worthless  agreement, 
and  ought  not  to  bind  other  people  ;  but  as  a 
matter  of  fact  if,  as  things  stand  between  them 
and  the  County  Council,  they  wished  to  see 
their  chairman  in  the  box,  they  should  have 
called  him  during  the  progress  of  the  case  of  the 
London  County  Council,  because,  practically,  he 
is  now  a  joint  promoter  of  the  Bill ;  that  is  when 
he  ouglit  to  be  called,  and  he  may  be  called  again 
if  the  re  comes  a  moment,  which  I  do  not  suppose 
there  ever  will  come,  when  anybody  objects  to 
the  scheduling  of  the  agreement.  Then  will  my 
learned  friend's  time  come,  but  his  time  has  not 
come  yet. 

Mr.  J^ewis  Coward.]  Then  I  understand  my 
friend  to  suggest  the  position  that  when  the 
time  does  come  for  scheduling  this  agreement  to 
the  Bill  I  am  entitled  to  be  heard  ? 

Mr.  Bidder.]  I  think  I  ought  to  read  to  the 
Committee  what  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  said  in 
opening  this  Bill  in  the  presence  of  my  learned 
friend,  and  which  has  been  acquiesced  in  by  my 
learned  friend  for  more  than  a  month.  My 
learned  friend,  Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  when  he 
came  to  this  part  of  the  case,  said  this  :  "  There 
again  we  are  at  one  with  the  Corporation  of 
Croydon  ;  there  is  no  dispute,  and  practically 
the  whele  of  that  district  of  the  Lambeth  Water 
Company  is  covered  by  those  three  authorities, 
and  we  are  asking  that  you  should  give  us  in 
our  own  administrative  county  the  powers  that 
we  are  willing  to  concede,  and  have  conceded, 
under  agreement  to  the  County  Council  of 
Surrey  ;  and  I  am  glad  to  say  that  the  County 
Council  of  Surrey  will  not  oppose  the  passage  of 
this  Bill,"  That  is  at  page  32  on  the  15th  May. 
That  was  said  in  the  presence  of  my  learned 
friend.  It  has  been  acquiesced  in  by  him,  and 
that  was,  in  accordance  with  the  agreement,  what 
he  was  bound  to  do. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Leiois  Coward.']  I  believe  my  appearance 
is  quite  an  open  appearance,  and  I  would  only 
say  thi?  one  word  in  replv,  which  I  am  entitled 
to. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  I  have  not  finished  yet.  I 
point  out  that  that  aureenient  contains  a  recital 
that  it  was  part  of  the  agreement  that  the  County 
Council  should  withdravv  their  opposition  upon 
the  consideration  of  obtaining  that  agreement 
sealed  by  the  London  County  Council.  The 
agreement  was  sealed  by  the  London  County 
Council,  therefore  they  were  bound  to  withdraw 
their  opposition.  Mf  learned  friend,  Mr.  Bal- 
four Browne,  accordingly  opened  in  their  pre- 
sence that  they  did  withdraw,  and  that  they 
would  not  oppose  the  Bill.  My  leax-ned  friend's 
suggestion  that  he  is  not  in  a  position  of  with- 
drawing his  opposition  until  the  agreement  is 
confirmed,  is  negatived  by  the  agreement  itself, 
because  the  agreement  itself  provides  for  the 
matter  if  it  shovild  not  be  confirmed  by  Parlia- 
ment, and  if  it  were  not,  the  utmost  my  friend 
can  contend  for,  is  that  he  is  a  petitioner  against 
alteration,  that  is  perfectly  clear.  I  do  not  admit 
he  is  even  in  that  position,  but  it  is  a  perfectly 
recognised  practice  here  that  a  petitioner  against 
alteration,  that  is  to  say,  some  one  interested  who 
has  been  agreed  with,  has  the  right  of  sitting 
quiet  and  dignified  in  the  room  and  saying 
nothing,  until  some  one  proposes  to  alter  that 
which  he  has  agreed  to.  That  would  be  the 
utmost  my  learned  friend  could  contend  for,  even 
if  he  had  not  bound  himself  to  withdraw  his 
petition. 

Chairman.]  What  clause  of  your  petition  do 
you  propose  to  examine  the  witness  upon  ? 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.]  I  propose  to  examine 
Mi\  Halsey  in  opposition  to  the  Bill  in  accord- 
ance with  the  petition  the  Sun-ey  County  Council 
have  presented,  and  examine  him  also  on  the 
agreement  which  has  been  come  to  and  in  refer- 
ence to  the  attack  which  has  been  made  upon 
that  agreement  by  my  learned  friends,  and  to 
point  out  that  it  is  not  a  fair  and  just  attack,  and 


also  to  point  out  that  the  circumstances  may  be 
diflTerent  in  Surrey  to  what  they  are  in  other 
counties.  My  learned  friend,  Mr.  Pember,  in 
the  objection  he  took,  conceded  my  position.  He 
says,  I  should  be  entitled  to  be  heard  upon  this 
if  the  Preamble  of  the  Bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  No,  he  did  not  say  that. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coioard.]  I  understood  him  to  say 
so  ;  and  I  would  point  out  this  :  that  it  is  a  novel 
matter  for  a  petitioner  to  object  to  a  co- petitioner 
being  heard  ;  they  have  no  right  to  object  to  my 
being  heard,  the  only  persons  who  can  object  are 
the  promoters.  My  petition  here  is  in  oi-der.  I 
have  been  in  attendance  here,  my  appearance  is 
entered  to-day,  and  I  venture  to  submit  that  I  am 
entitled  to  be  heard.  Then  my  learned  friend 
says  that  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  has  put  me  out  of 
Court ;  I  am  not  bound  by  what  my  learned 
friend,  Mr.  Balfour  Browne,  said,  and  what  he 
said  he  said  about  a  month  ago,  as  my  learned 
friend  points  out  ;  and  since  that  time  all  the 
Committee  know  the  position  in  which  the  Surrey 
County  Council  stand,  and  how  the  agreement 
has  been  standing.  I  venture  to  think  that  this 
is  the  proper  time  when  you  should  have  before 
you  the  case  of  all  the  County  Councils,  and 
certainly  last,  but  by  no  means  least,  the  case  of 
the  Surrey  County  Council. 

Chairman.]  It  is  a  long  time  since  I  have  sat 
in  the  Chair  of  one  of  these  Committees,  and  I 
am  not  very  familiar  with  the  practice  on  this 
point,  but  I  will  consider  before  Tuesday  and 
advise  myself  as  well  as  I  can  on  the  subject, 
and  if  the  Committee  comes  to  the  conclusion 
that  you  have  a  right  to  be  heard  we  shall  be 
glad  to  hear  you. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.]  I  am  not  going  to  make 
a  speech  ;  I  was  only  going  to  put  a  witness  into 
the  chair. 

[Adjourned  to  Tuesday  next, 
at  Twelve  o'clock. 
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Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Sir  .Tames  Kitson. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 
Mr.  David  Plunket. 
Mr.  Briggs  Priestley. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Eight  Honourable  DAVID  PLU^TKET,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne.']  I  promised,  sir,  I  dare- 
■  say  you  will  remember,  at  the  end  of  the  pro- 
ceedings on  Thursday,  to  do  the  best  I  could  to 
get  the  County  Council  to  consider  the  matter  of 
the  alternative  clause  before  your  meeting  to-day. 
It  was  not  easily  done,  because  the  Council  had 
not  absolutely  fixed  upon  a  clause,  but  the  clause 
was  delivered  immediately  after  your  meeting, 
and  had  to  be  submitted  to  the  members  of  the 
County  Coimcil.  A  special  meeting  was  called 
yesterday,  at  which  the  clause  was  considered, 
and  I  daresay  it  has  been  discussed  by  my 
learned  friends,  as  I  see  long  stories  before  them  ; 
but  a  clause  was  discussed  as  submitted  to  the 
Council,  and  I  put  it  before  you.  I  do  not  for 
a  moment  propose  to  discuss  the  clause,  because 
we  are  not  on  clauses.  I  understood  the  decision 
of  the  Committee  was  that  when  Clause  6  came 
to  be  discussed  it  would  be  open  to  my  friends  to 
propose  amendments,  and  therefore  I  do  not  now 
propose  to  discuss  the  clause,  but  I  only  say  that 
I  believe  it  thoi'oughly  carries  out  the  decision  of 
the  Committee,  and  I  hand  it  in. 

Mr.  Pember.]  My  l§amed  friend  treats  this  as 
a  matter  of  clause.  I  only  rise  to  say  that  it  is 
matter  of  preamble.  You  will  recollect,  sir,  the 
particular  form  the  Preamble  takes  on  page  4,  and 
says  that  the  transfer  is  to  take  place  on  the 
terms  and  conditions  contained  in  the  Bill  ;  there- 
fore this  clause  becomes  a  part  of  the  Preamble, 
as  the  old  Clause  6  was.  It  was  distinctly  a  part 
of  the  Preamble  as  it  originally  stood.  Therefore 
there  is  simply  a  change  in  words  from  Clause  6 
to  this  clause,  and  therefore  as  part  of  the  Pre- 
amble I  should  claim  to  treat  it. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  am  not  going  to  pie- 
clude  my  friend  from  discussing  it  as  part  of  the 
Preamble  at  all,  but  I  do  not  propose  to  discuss  it 
at  this  moment.  You  will  remember,  sir,  I  closed 
my  case  on  Preamble.  I  may  have  at  some 
future  time,  when  the  wording  of  this  clause 
comes  up,  to  open  the  case  again  on  that  clause, 
but  in  the  meantime  I  put  it  in  as  a  substitute  for 
the  remainder  of  Clause  6.  I  do  not  know 
whether  you  have  a  copy  of  the  clause,  but  it  will 
be  handed  to  you. 

The  Chairman.'}  I  think  it  is  only  necessary 
for  me  to  say  at  present,  on  behalf  of  the  Com- 
mittee, that  we  are  glad  the  County  Council 


have  been  able  to  meet  our  request  of  having  this 
clause  prepared  for  our  meeting  this  day,  and  of 
course  I  am  not  expressing  the  least  opinion  upon 
it,  as  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  of  studying 
it.  It  will  be  a  very  imjjortant  question,  no 
doubt,  which  the  Committee  will  have  to  consider 
when  they  have  it  before  them.  I  do  not  at  the 
present  moment  express  in  the  least  an  opinion  as 
to  whether  it  does  or  does  not  carry  out  the  de- 
cision arrived  at  by  the  Committee,  for  I  have 
not  had  an  opportunity  of  considering  it.  As 
regards  the  question  of  preamble,  counsel  on  both 
sides  will  remember  that  we  reserved  to  ourselves 
the  ciecision  as  to  whether  we  would,  in  any  shape 
or  form,  postpone  the  Preamble  with  the  view  to 
having  this  matter  of  Clause  6  discussed  or  riot, 
and  when  the  case  for  the  petitioners  for  the  Bill 
is  closed,  we  shall  have  to  take  that  into  our 
consideration. 

When  last  we  separated  the  point  we  had 
arrived  at  was  an  application  made  by  the  counsel 
for  the  County  Council  of  Surrey,  to  be  heard  at 
that  stage  of  the  proceedings  for  certain  purposes 
or  certain  explanations  which  he  desired  to  make. 
I  had  to  confess  that  I  was  not  sufficiently  well 
informed  of  the  procedure  of  Committees  on 
such  a  point  to  be  able  to  decide  the  matter  off- 
hand. Since  our  last  meeting  I  have  had  the 
advantage  of  the  advice  of  the  authorities  on  the 
subject,  and  I  am  informed  that  no  doubt  the 
counsel  for  the  county  of  Surrey,  having  been 
here  through  all  these  proceedings,  and  gone 
through  the  necessary  forms  in  order  to  keep 
themselves  before  the  Committee,  is  entitled  to 
be  heard  at  this  stage  if  he  thinks  fit  on  his 
petition,  but  that  he  must  confine  himself  strictly 
to  the  terms  and  objects  of  that  petition,  and,  so 
far  as  he  has  since  changed  his  ground  by  enter- 
ing into  an  agreement  with  the  promoters  of  this 
Bill,  we  cannot  hear  him  on  any  matters  touching 
that  agreement.  Therefore,  if  he  has  anything  to 
put  forward  in  the  sense  of  a  petitioner  against 
the  Bill,  and  following  the  lines  of  his  petition, 
we  will  hear  him,  but  we  must  strictly  confine 
him  to  that  course. 

Mr,  Pupe.j  I  am  sure  you  will  forgive  me  if  I 
cannot  make  myself  very  well  heard  ;  I  will  do 
what  I  can,  and  my  learned  friend,  probably,  in 
the  event  of  the  Committee  acceding  to  the  view 

we 
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we  take  in  this  matter,  would  supplement  what 
I  have  to  say.  It  is  entirely  for  the  Committee 
to  decide  whether  they  would  proceed,  as  my 
learned  friend  now  suggests,  to  deal  with  this 
new  clause  as  though  it  were  Clause  6,  and  a 
clause  discussed,  or  a  preamble  discussed,  so  far 
as  embodied  in  the  Preamble,  but  what  we  would 
suggest  would  be  that  the  Committee  should 
first  of  all  consider  whether  in  truth  this  clause 
which  is  b/ought  up  by  the  promoters  does  carry 
out,  or  is  in  harmony  with,  the  intimations  which 
the  Committee  have  already  given.  Our  view 
is  that  it  is  directly  contrary  to  that  intimation. 
I  cannot,  as  an  opponent,  of  course,  say  at  what 
period  the  Committee  would  discuss  that,  but  it 
does  seem  to  us  that  the  first  question  to  be 
decided  by  the  Committee  is  this,  whether  the 
promoters  have  so  far  acquiesced  in  the  intima- 
tion of  the  Committee  by  this  clause  as  to  entitle 
them  to  go  on  with  the  discussion  of  it  at  all. 
We  think  not,  and  we  should  invite  the  Com- 
mittee to  discuss,  at  all  events  to  look  at  this 


clause,  to  see  whether  in  truth  it  does  not  go 
behind  the  intimation  of  the  Committee,  and  in 
the  teeth  of  it,  in  fact,  and  raises  over  again 
practically  the  question  which  the  Committee,  f; 
has  already  intimated  has  been  decided  accord-  ■ 
ing  to  their  conclusion.  I  am  afraid  my  learned 
friend,  Mr.  Bidder,  who  is  with  me,  must  ex- 
plain, if  necessary,  more  as  to  the  point,  because 
I  find  myself  in  a  position  which  makes  it  a  little 
diflScult  for  me  to  speak  at  all. 

Chairman^]  Very  well;  I  think  it  is  better 
first  to  conclude  the  matters  that  we  were  dis- 
cussing on  the  last  day  before  we  turn  our  atten- 
tion to  this  clause. 

Mr.  Pope.'\  Quite  so;  I  only  intervene  because 
I  am  anxious  it  should  not  be  said  that  we 
allowed  the  Committee  to  slip  into  a  course  of 
procedure  which  we  might  have  prevented  if  we, '  ^ 
had  intervened  at  all. 


Mr.  hewh  Coward.~\ 
Halsey. 


I  will  now  call  Mr. 


Mr.  Edward  Joseph  Halsey,  sworn  ;  and  Examined,  as  follows : 


Mr.  Lewis  Coward, 

3825.  You  are  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  for  the 
County  of  Surrey,  and  for  London,  and  I  believe 
you  are  chairman,  an  office  which  you  have  held 
now  for  three  years,  of  the  Surrey  County 
Council  ? — Yes. 

3826.  I  believe  for  some  time  past  you  have 
given  much  consideration  to  this  water  question  ? 
— I  have. 

3827.  Were  you  invited  to  attend  the  confer- 
ence of  delegates  on  the  30th  July  1894  ? — Yes, 
a  conference  of  the  delegates  at  the  London 
County  Council  office. 

3828.  Had  a  preliminary  conference  been  held 
at  the  County  Hall,  attended  by  representatives 
from  the  following  bodies,  namely,  East  Molesey, 
Kingston  Corporation,  Kingston  Rural  Sanitary 
Authority,  the  New  Maiden  Local  Board,  the 
Richmond  Corporation,  the  Surbiton  Improve- 
ment Commissioners,  and  the  Wimbledon  Local 
Board  ? — Yes. 

3829.  All  those  being  authorities  in  the  county 
of  Surrey  ? — Yes. 

3830.  And  I  believe  that  you  and  your  then 
colleague,  Mr.  Youall,  who  has  since  died,  were 
deputed  by  the  Parliamentary  Committee  of 
the  Council  to  attend  at  it? — By  the  Council 
itself 

3831.  At  that  conference  was  the  following 
resolution  unanimously  passed  : — "  It  is  inexpe- 
dient that  the  water  supply  of  Surrey  should  be 
under  the  control  of  the  London  County  Council, 
and  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  meeting  that  the 
representatives  of  the  Surrey  County  Council 
should  be  authorised  at  the  forthcoming  confer- 
ence to  urge  that  the  waterworks,  the  mains,  the 
filter  beds,  and  the  means  of  water  supply,  sup- 
plying water  to  areas  within  the  administrative 
county  of  Surrey,  should  be  acquired  by  the 
Surrey  County  Council  in  trust  for  the  areas  in- 
terested, and  generally,  that  the  conduct  of  the 
matter  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  Mr.  Youall 
and  Mr.  Halsey,  as  representatives  of  the 
Council." 

384. 


Lord  Robert  Cccil.'\  I  should  like  to  know  in 
what  respect  that  resolution  bears  on  any  clause 
in  my  learned  friend's  petition. 

Mr.  Leiois  Coward.^  1  am  only  giving  the 
history  of  how  these  gentlemen  came  to  act  in  the 
matter.  I  shall  not  go  at  all  outside  the  Com- 
mittee's ruling  with  reference  to  the  agreeinent. 

Chairman.^  As  I  understand,  this  meeting  was 
held  before  the  petition  was  presented. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.']  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman.]  The  petition,  I  believe,  was  pre- 
sented in  February  this  year. 

Mr.  I^ewis  Coward. 

3832.  Yes,  sir.  (To  the  Witness.)  I  believe  the 
conference  of  the  30th  July  was  held,  and  were 
all  the  views  of  the  Surrey  authorities  there 
strongly  maintained  ? — They  were. 

3833.  What  was  the  clear  declaration  in  refer- 
ence to  their  views  ? —  That  the  representatives 
of  the  Sui-rey  County  Council  were  not  in  any 
way  antagonistic  to  the  idea  of  municipal  control 
of  the  water  supply  for  London,  but  that  they 
would  be  opposed  to  the  utmost  if  they  attempted 
to  avoid  Surrey  having  the  complete  and  inde- 
pendent control  of  its  own  water  supply.  By 
water  supply  I  mean  not  only  the  means  of  dis- 
tribution and  supply  of  water  in  bulk,  but  I  also 
mean  the  absolute  supply  of  water,  commonly 
called  "  the  sources  of  supply." 

3834.  That  would  be,  of  course,  of  so  much  of 
the  undertaking  of  the  works  as  might  be  re- 
quired for  the  official  supply  of  the  outside 
districts  ? — Yes. 

3835.  I  believe  in  that  view  you  were  in 
accord  with  the  Middlesex  County  Council? — 
Yes,  as  expressed  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Middlesex  County  Council  at  the  conference. 

3836.  What,  may  I  take  it,  is  the  desire  of 
the  Surrey  County  Council  and  the  local  authori- 
ties in  this  connection  ? — That  unless  we  obtain 
what  we  demand,  the  Bill  should  be  strenuously 
opposed. 
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Mr.  Lewis  Cowarc?— continued. 

3837.  Was  this  view  also  again  confirmed  at 
a  meeting  of  the  County  Council  and  the  local 
authorities  held  on  the  14th  March  1895? — 
It  was. 

3838.  At  that  meeting  were  there  present  the 
Corporation  of  Kingston,  the  Corporation  of 
Richmond,  the  Urban  District  Council  of  Sur- 
biton,  the  Urban  District  Council  of  Barnes, 
the  Urban  District  Council  of  Ham,  the  Urban 
District  Council  of  Wimbledon,  the  Rural  Dis- 
trict Council  of  Croydon,  the  Rural  District 
Council  of  Epsom,  the  Parish  Council  of  Mitcham; 
I  see  a  familiar  name,  Mr.  Bidder,  as  chairman  ; 
the  Parish  Council  of  Thames  Ditton,  and  the 
Parish  Council  of  Merton  ?  — Yes. 

3839.  At  that  time,  I  believe,  negotiations  had 
commenced  between  you  and  the  London  County 
Council  ? — They  had. 

3840.  Was  a  resolution  passed  at  that  meeting. 
Will  you  read  it  ?— On  the  14th  March  the 
following  resolution  was  passed  : — "  This  meeting 
approves  of  the  policy  of  the  Surrey  County 
Council,  as  explained  by  their  chairman,  namely, 
that  strenuous  opposition  be  offered  to  the  London 
County  Council's  Lambeth,  and  Southwark,  and 
Vauxhall  Transfer  Bills  unless  the  transfer  to 
the  Surrey  County  Council  of  the  sources  of 
supply,  filter  beds,  mains,,  and  other  means  of 
distribution  necessary  for  the  administrative 
county  of  Surrey  be  secured,  and  recommends 
the  local  authorities  of  the  administrative  county 
to  support  in  Parliament  the  action  of  the  County 
Council  in  furtherance  of  such  policy." 

3841.  Do  you  consider  that  the  agreement 
carries  out  that  resolution  ? 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  That  is  surely  not  a  proper 
question. 

Chairman.]  We  cannot  go  into  the  agreement 
at  all ;  we  cannot  hav<!  that  question. 

Mr.  LeiLns  Coward.]  I  will  put  it  in  this  way  : 
if  therefore  the  agreement  which  has  been  arrived 
at  carries  out  those  views  

Chairman.]  We  have  nothing  now  to  do  with 
the  agreement  that  has  been  arrived  at. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.]  Very  well,  sir,  may  I 
take  it  that  there  has  been  an  agreement  ? 

Chairman.]  You  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
agreement  at  all  as  far  as  your  petition  is  con- 
cerned. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward. 

3842.  Very  well,  sir.  (To  the  tVitness.)  I 
want  to  ask  you  one  word  with  reference  to  the 
matter  of  Surrey  having  control  of  its  own 
sources  of  supply.  Do  you  think  it  is  important 
that  that  should  be  so  ? — Most  important,  I  con- 
sider ;  it  is  most  vital  for  that  area  of  Surrey. 

3843.  Is  there  much  uncertainty  now  prevail- 
ing in  the  district  ? — A  great  deal  of  uncertainty, 
and  a  great  deal  of  inconvenience. 

3844.  And  with  regard  to  the  recurring  ex- 
pense of  Parliamentary  contests,  do  you  wish  to 
avoid  that  ? — Most  certainly. 

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  This  is  entirely  outside 
my  learned  friend's  petition ;  it  does  not  affect 
us  very  much,  but  there  is  nothing  whatever 
about  this  in  my  learned  friend's  petition. 


Chairman.]  I  think  that  is  a  fair  general  ques- 
tion though. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward. 

3845.  (To  the  Witness.)  Is  there  any  other 
reason  you  would  like  to  urge  in  support  of  your 
view  ? — The  main  reasons  which  dictated  the 
policy  of  the  County  Council  in  this  matter  are, 
first,  that  they  resent,  and  would  continue  to 
resent,  the  authority  of  another  county  council 
within  their  county,  which  would  result  if  these 
Bills  were  passed  as  they  stand  to-day ;  and 
another  reason  is,  they  can  see  no  justification 
for  what  would  possibly  happen  and  probably 
would  happen,  namely,  that  the  area  of  Surrey 
at  present  suppHed  by  the  two  companies,  the 
Lambeth,  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Com- 
panies, should  hereafter  be  drawn  in  to  bear  any 
of  the  expense  for  procuring  any  further  supply 
of  water  for  the  county  of  London. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.]  There  has  been  a  letter 
of  the  20th  May,  sir,  addressed  to  the  Local 
Government  Board,  placed  upon  the  Minutes  of 
Evidence,  and  the  reply  of  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board.    I  believe  on  the  20th  May  

Lord  Robert  Cecil.]  With  great  respect,  this 
seems  to  me  to  be  only  another  attempt  of  my 
learned  friend  to  get  the  agreement  somehow. 

Chairman.]  You  cannot  get  into  that  line  of 
explanation,  J  think,  Mr.  Coward. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward.]  I  was  not  going  to  read 
the  whole  letter.  ~  It  was  only  with  reference  to 
the  reasons  stated  by  Mr.  Halsey  which  actuated 
the  Council  in  taking  the  steps  they  have  done. 

Chairman.]  Is  it  as  regards  their  agreement  ? 

Mr,  Lewis  Coward.]  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman.]  Then  you  cannot  ask  that. 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward. 

3846.  Then  I  will  simply  ask  this  one  question. 
(To  the  Witness.)  Does  the  Bill  as  it  stands 
carry  out  the  policy  as  expressed  by  the  local 
authorities  of  the  14th  March  ? — Certainly 
not. 

3847.  Therefore,  to  that^extent,  you  oppose  it  ? 
— Perhaps  I  may  refer  to  our  petition.  Our 
petition  says  :  "  Part  6  of  the  Bill  (Clauses  21 
to  24)  contains  provisions  as  to  the  supply  of 
water  in  those  parts  of  the  Lambeth  Company's 
district  which  are  outside  the  administrative 
county  of  London,  and  under  these  provisions 
the  obligations,  rights  and  powers  of  the  Lambeth 
Company  with  respect  to  the  provision  and 
supply  of  water  within  all  parts  of  such  outside 
district  are  imposed  upon  and  vested  in  the 
London  Council  subject  to  any  such  agreement 
as  is  provided  for  and  authorised  by  Clause  23  ; 
but  your  petitioners  contend  that  the  provisions 
of  that  clause  are  illusory  and  do  not  afford  them 
sufficient  protection  against  the  proposed  transfer 
of  a  large  part  of  the  water  supply  of  their 
district  to  a  powerful  body  like  the  County 
Council,  whose  interests  in  many  respects,  and 
particularly  as  regards  the  sources  of  the  water 
supply  of  the  nfetropolis,  and  the  means  of 
making  the  same  available,  may  be  antagonistic 
to  or  at  any  rate  inconsistent  with  those  of  your 
petitioners."    I  wish  to  lay  distinct  emphasis 
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[  Continued. 


Mr.  Lewis  Coward — continued. 

upon  our  main  point.  The  Rill  already  says  you 
may  have  water  in  bulk  if  you  like,  or  you  may 
have  it  distributed  by  the  London  County 
Council  as  successors  to  the  waterworks  com- 
panies, but  we  say  we  are  not  content  with  that. 
We  must  have  the  absolute  right  to  the  water, 
the  right  to  the  pumping,  the  right  to  the 
reservoirs,  and  the  right  to  the  filter  beds. 

.3848.  And  I  see,  in  paragraph  9,  you  say  this  : 
"Under  the  Bill  as  it  stands  the  London  Council 
would  he  enabled,  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
of  the  Lambeth  Company  under  their  existing 
Acts,  to  abstract,  take,  and  use  for  the  supply  of 
London  and  other  places,  water  derived  from  the 
County  of  Surrey,  and  required  by  that  county 
for  its  own  purposes,  and  your  petitioners  allege 
that  the  powers  o£  the  London  Council,  in  this 
respect,  should  be  restricted  "  ? — Yes,  that  is  so. 

Chairman. 

3849.  I  hope  you  will  understand,  Mr.  Halsey, 
that  we  should  have  been  very  glad  to  hear  you, 
both  for  the  personal  assistance  you  might  have 
given  us,  and  on  behalf  of  your  Council,  if  it  had 
been  possible,  at  another  stage,  but  it  is  owing  to 
the  way  in  which  the  matter  has  turned  out  here 


Chairman — continued. 

that  we  have  been  obliged  to  keep  so  tight  a  reia 
on  your  evidence  ? — Quite  so,  sir.  Perhaps  I 
might  be  allowed  to  say  this  much.  I  have  no 
wish  to  trouble  the  Committee  with  anything 
about  this  agreement  which  has  been  talked 
about  a  good  deal,  but  the  only  thing  I  do  resent 
is,  that  this  agreement  has  been  attacked  by 
neighbours,  by  local  authorities  with  whom  it  has 
nothing  whatever  to  do,  and  we  are  obliged  to  sit 
and  listen  to  the  attack  and  to  hold  our  tongues. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.^  I  have  a  right  to  cross- 
examine  Mr.  Halsey,  but  he  is  not  an  oi3poneut  I 
am  afraid  of,  and  therefore  I  do  not  propose  to 
exercise  that  right. 

(The  Witness  withdrew.) 

Mr.  Lewis  Coward."]  I  do  not  propose  to  take 
up  time  by  making  a  speech.  That,  sir,  is  the 
case  for  the  Surrey  County  Council. 

Chairman.]  Then  are  there  any  further  oppo- 
nents of  the  Bill  ? 

Mr.  Batten  is  heard  to  address  the  Committee 
in  support  of  the  Petition  of  the  Waltham  Holy 
Cross  Urban  District  Council  in  opposition  to 
the  Bill 


Dr.  James  Danver  Priest,  sworn  ;  and  Examined,  as  follows 


Mr.  Batten. 

3850.  You  are  the  Medical  Officer  of  Health 
for  Waltham  Holy  Cross  ? — I  am. 

3851.  And  you  have  been  so  for  some  years  ? 
— For  10  years. 

3852.  Li  1888  the  East  London  Water  Com- 
pany obtained  powers  in  Parliament  and  sunk 
their  deep  wells  within  your  area,  did  they  not  ? 
—They  did. 

3853.  What  is  the  depth  of  those  wells?— 
About  200  feet. 

3854.  Is  there  from  those  wells  a  very  large 
supply  of  water  daily  pumped  for  the  supply  of 
the  district  immediately  adjoining,  and  also 
further  down  the  River  Lea  ? — Yes,  a  very  large 
supply. 

3855.  You  have,  I  believe,  an  agreement  with 
the  East  London  Company  for  the  supply  of  a 
large  quantity  pf  water  free  for  the  poorer  in- 
habitants of  your  district,  have  you  not? — Yes, 
we  have. 

3856.  I  think  that  agreement  may  as  well  go 
on  the  Notes. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Is  it  worth  while  to 
have  on  the  Notes  of  a  Lambeth  Bill  an  agree- 
ment with  the  East  London  Company  ? 

Mr.  Batten.]  I  have  said,  as  far  as  the  Lam- 
beth Bill  is  concerned,  we  have  not  a  word  to  say 
against  it,  except  that  it  may  be  used  as  a  prece- 
dent, and  we  do  not  want  to  come  here  and  incur 
all  the  expense  again,  when  the  East  London  Bill 
comes  on.  If  Clauses  23  and  24  are  amended 
before  this  Committee,  so  as  to  fit  all  Bills,  and 
give  to  urban  authorities  outside  London  free- 
dom of  supply  of  water,  we  do  not  want  to  come 
again. 

384. 


Chairman.]  With  what  object  is  this  agree- 
ment to  be  put  in  ? 

Mr.  Batten.]  To  show  the  present  position  of 
the  urban  authority  of  Waltham  Cross,  namely,  that 
we  have  a  large  supply  of  water  free,  and  we  have 
also  a  very  large  supply  at  a  very  low  rate 
of  4r/. 

Chairman.]  Is  that  questioned  on  the  other 
side  ? 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Not  at  all.  I  do  not 
think  Ave  are  really  discussing  the  matter  just 
now.  I  do  not  know  what  the  agreement  is  be- 
tween my  learned  friend's  clients  and  the  com- 
pany, but  I  have  no  doubt  if  my  learned  friend 
states  that,  it  is  perfectly  accurate. 

Chairman.]  I  think  there  is  no  object  in 
getting  this  agreement  on  the  Notes  if  you  state 
the  fact. 

Mr.  Batten. 

3857.  Very  well,  sir.  (To  the  Witness.)  The 
water  supply  in  your  area  pumped  from  the  wells 
is  exceptionally  pure  water,  is  it  not  ?— Yes^  it  is 
exceedingly  pure. 

3858.  At  the  present  moment  you  ai'e  supply- 
ing, are  you  not,  in  a  very  large  quantity,  and  at 
a  very  low  price  ? — Yes,  we  have  ample,  and  it 
is  very  cheap. 

3859.  What  do  you  say  to  the  idea  of  the 
water  from  your  district  being  pumped  into 
London  for  the  supply  of  London  and  your  having 
given  to  you  back  from  London  a  supply  of  any 
other  water  ? — I  think  it  would  be  a  great  ca- 
lamity to  Waltham  Holy  Crosa. 

3860.  Do  you  put  it  to  the  Committee  that 
Waltham  Holy  Cross,  as  well  as  all  other  urban 
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Mr.  Batten — continued. 

authorities,  ought  to  have  its  sources  of  supply 
kept  reasonably  for  itself? — I  do. 

3861.  In  your  opinion,  is  it  necessary  for  the 
development  -  of  the  unbuilt-upon  lands  in  your 
district  that  there  should  be  secured  to  the  dis- 
trict an  abundant  supply  of  the  pure  water  which 
is  rising  in  the  district  ? — Most  certainly. 


Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Balfour  Broivne. 

3862.  The  East  London  Company  has  a  well 
which  is  within  your  district  ? — That  is  so. 

3863.  From  that  well  it  supplies  your  district 
at  what  you  consider  a  cheap  rate  ? — Yes. 

3864.  Are  you  also  aware  that  it  takes  water 
from  that  well  and  supplies  it  to  various  other 
parts  of  its  district  ? — Yes,  I  know  other  districts 
that  it  supplies. 

3865.  What  you  want  to  do  is  to  keep  that 


Mr.  Balfour  Browne — continued. 

supply  for  yourselves  ? — We  want  to  have  our 
water  uncontaminated. 

3866.  That  does  not  bear  on  the  question. 
There  is  no  proposal  in  this  Bill  to  contaminate 
your  water,  is  there  ? — No,  but  there  is  a  likeli- 
hood of  it. 

3867.  We  will  discuss  that  when  it  comes.  My 
learned  friend,  Mr.  Batten,  made  an  important 
observation  which  I  want  to  ask  you  about.  He 
said  when  the  East  London  Company  were 
pumping,  the  water  fell  70  feet ;  where  does  the 
water  fall  70  feet  ?  He  said  it  afterwards  re- 
covered itself? — It  is  under  such  great  pressure 
that  it  rises  almost  to  the  surface,  but  after 
pumping  fifteen  hours  the  water  in  the  well  is 
lowered  70  feet. 

3868.  In  the  well  ?— Yes. 

3869.  And  it  takes  time  to  get  up  again? — It 
takes  five  hours  to  rise  to  the  surface. 

3870.  Is  that  all  he  meant  by  it?— I  think 
that  is  all  he  meant. 


The  Witness  withdrew. 


Mr.  William  Beck,  sworn  ;  and  Examined,  as  follows  : 


Mr.  Batten, 

3871.  You  are  Chairman  of  the  District 
Council  for  Waltham  Holy  Cross  ? — Yes. 

3872.  Were  you  a  member  of  the  local  board 
of  the  district  for  many  years  previous  to  the 
formation  of  the  district  council  ? — Yes. 

,3873.  Do  you  know  the  piunping  station  and 
the  wells  at  Holy  Cross  ? — Yes. 

3874.  Is  the  water  supplied  from  those  wells  of 
an  exceptionally  pure  character? — Yes,I  believe  so. 

3875.  What  do  you  say  to  giving  the  County 
Council  of  London  the  power  to  pump  an  un- 
limited supply  of  water  from  these  wells,  even  to 
the  extent  of  draining  your  district? — We  object 
to  it,  and  we  feel  that  it  is  unreasonable  to  take 
the  water  away  from  our  district  simply  to  supply 
London,  inasmuch  as  we  want  as  much  water  as 
we  can  get,  and  as  much  water  as  can  be  supplied 
to  us  there. 

3876.  AVith  regard  to  building  operations  in 
your  district,  is  it  important  to  you  that  every 
house  which  is  buiit  in  your  district  should  have 
a  good  and  constant  supply  of  water? — Yes, 
certainly. 

3877.  And  if,  under  this  Bill,  you  are  allowed 
to  purchase  your  pipes  and  mains,  do  you  think 
you  ought  to  be  entitled  to  use  the  water  in  the 
district  instead  of  being  compelled  to  purchase 
water  from  the  County  Council  ? — We  have  not 
proposed  to  take  the  water  simply  for  our  parish 
or  tor  our  district.  There  are  some  surrounding 
districts,  such  as  Loughton  and  Bnckhurst  Hill, 
and  Woodford,  all  of  which  are  supplied  from 
our  well,  and  we  consider  it  is  reasonable  that 
they  should  also-participate. 

3878.  Then  do  you  think  this  Bill  should  be 
amended  so  that  you  would  be  able  to  group 
other  urban  authorities  together  for  a  better  and 
cheaper  supply  of  the  water  to  the  whole  ? — Yes, 
unless  the  Essex  County  Council  are  prepared 
to  take  over  the  whole  of  the  Essex  supply,  in 


Mr.  Batten — continued. 

which  case  we  should  be  quite  willing  to  co- 
operate with  them. 

3879.  Then  that  would  need  special  Par- 
liamentary powers  either  in  this  Bill,  or  a 
subsequent  Bill,  to  enable  the  County  Coimcil 
of  Essex  to  take  over  and  supply  the  whole  of 
the  urban  authorities? — Certainly,  I  under- 
stand so. 

3880.  At  any  rate,  do  you  submit  to  the  Com- 
mittee that  it  would  be  of  great  advantage  to 
the  district  if  the  Essex  County  Council,  or 
some  similar  body,  could  take  over  the  whole  of 
the  system  of  distribution  for  several  urban 
authorities,  and,  by  utilising  the  water  in  your 
urban  authority,  supply  the  lot? — Yes,  certainly. 
I  maj'  tell  you  that  it  is  only  within  the  last  few 
years  that  mains  have  been  laid  through  our 
parish  from  that  well.  That  well  has  only 
recently  been  sunk,  and  we  are  taking  steps,  as 
the  authority,  to  compel  the  owners  of  property, 
small  owners  especially,  to  lay  on  the  water  so 
that  we  do  not  consume  so  much  water  in  our 
district  at  present  as  we  shall  in  the  future. 

3881.  But,  in  your  opinion,  is  it  important 
that  you  should  have  not  only  the  mains,  but 
that  you  should  be  able  to  use  the  water  in  your 
district  for  the  supply  of  those  in  your  district  ? 
— Certainly. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Balfour  Browne 

3882.  How  many  gallons  a  head  do  you  give 
the  people  in  your  district  now  ? — I  cannot  tell 
you. 

3883.  Have  you  looked  at  the  agreement 
which  has  been  come  to  between  the  County 
Council  of  London  and  the  County  Council  of 
Surrey  ? — I  have  not. 

3884.  You  would  be  perfectly  content,  would 
you  not,  if  Essex  took  over  the  whole  of  the 
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works  in  the  county  of  Essex  and  supplied  you  ? 
— Yes,  if  it  was  all  taken  over  by  the  county  of 
Essex,  certainly. 

3885.  But  you  quite  agree  that  either  the 
county  council  of  Essex,  or  some  urban  autho- 
rity, should  have  the  supply  of  water  in  its  own 
district  ? — Certainly,  but  not  take  it  second-hand 
from  the  London  County  Council,  or  what  they 
had  to  leave. 

Mr.  half  our  Browne.]  I  hope  you  will  get  it 
first  hand. 

[The  Witness  withdrew. 

Mr.  Batten.']  That  is  the  case,  sir,  for  the 
Waltham  Holy  Cross  Urban  District  Council. 

Mr.  Morton  is  heard  to  address  the  Committee 
in  support  of  the  petition  of  the  Corporation  of 
West  Ham  in  opposition  to  the  Bill. 

Chairman.]  Are  there  any  other  opponents  of 
the  Bill  ?  Do  you  desire,  on  behalf  of  the  v^ter 
companies,  that  the  Committee  should  express 
some  opinion  upon  the  clause  which  has  been 
submitted  to  them,  Mr.  Pope,  before  you  begin 
your  case  ? 

Mr.  Pope.]  Not  upon  the  merits  of  the  clause, 
sir,  qua  merits,  but  upon  the  fact,  which  may  be 
more  or  less  of  a  demerit,  that  it  in  fact  does  not 
carry  out,  as  my  learned  friend  promised  it  would 
carry  out,  the  intimations  of  the  Committee.  I 
do  not  think  I  should  ask  the  Committee  to  dis- 
cuss that  clause  at  any  length  as  regards  the 
merits  of  the  projiositions  it  contains  qua  propo- 
sitions, but  what  I  do  propose  to  ask  the  Com- 
mittee to  consider  is  this.  My  learned  friend 
took  his  adjournment  on  the  understanding  that 
the  alternative  clause  (to  use  the  phrase  we  were 
then  discussing)  should  be  a  clause  which  should 
embody  the  intimation  of  the  Committee,  and  it 
was  to  be  brought  up  with  that  view.  We 
assert,  and  I  should  ask  you  to  consider  it,  that 
it  does  not  embody  the  intimations  of  the  Com- 
mittee, but,  in  point  of  fact,  runs  directly  counter 
to  them.  If  you  think  it  right,  acting  as  a  Com- 
mittee, to  deal  with  the  question  at  all,  I  will 
ask  you  to  allow  me  to  delegate  my  part  in  the 
discussion  of  that  proposition  only  to  my  learned 
friend  Mr.  Bidder,  who  will  point  out  really 
what  the  clause  contains  and  what  the  intimation 
of  the  Committee  really  was. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Are  we  going  into  dis- 
cussion of  the  clauses? 

Mr.  Pope.]  No,  I  said  not. 
Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  I  understood  Mr.  Bid- 
der was  from  what  you  said. 

Mr.  Pope.]  I  do  not  generally  make  myself 
so  unintelligible  as  that  you  could  really  enter- 
tain that  idea.  There  are  no  people  so  hard  to 
make  understand  as  those  who  will  not  understand. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  My  learned  friend  says 
this  clause  does  not  really  carry  out  the  decision 
of  the  Committee.  I  assert  most  strongly  that  it 
does.  1  do  not  Avant  to  argue  it  at  this  juncture. 
The  Committee  know  what  their  own  decision 
was.  1  only  refer  you  to  the  three  pages  upon 
which  your  decision  is  given. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  Before  you  
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Mr.  Balfour  Bi-owne.]  I  am  not  going  to  do 
anything  ;  I  am  not  going  to  read.  I  am  only 
going  to  refer  to  the  three  pages  on  which  the 
decision  appears  on  the  Notes.  I  will  not  even 
read  them,  but  I  invite  the  Committee  to  read 
them  and  compare  them  with  the  clause  now 
brought  up. 

Chairman.]  I  am  well  acquainted  with  those 
pages. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Then  I  will  not  even 
refer  to  any  of  them. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  My  learned  friend  Mr.  Pope 
has  asked  me  to  draw  your  attention  

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Are  you  going  to  hear 
this,  sir  ? 

Chairman.]  Are  you  going  to  argue,  Mr. 
Bidder,  whether  this  clause  does  carry  out  the 
intimations  we  gave  or  not  ? 

Mr.  Bidder.]  I  was  going  to  do  this,  to  show 
you  first  that  the  matter  was  adjourned  by  the 
Committee  upon  the  express  understanding 
expressed  by  Mr.  Browne,  that  he  would  bring 
up  a  clause  which  carried  out  your  decision.  If 
you  would  not  mind  referring  to  what  took  place 
on  the  last  occasion,  on  page  539,  and  see  what 
fell  from  yourself,  there  can  be  no  dispute  about 
the  matter. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  This  is  arguing  the 
matter. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  It  is  the  best  attempt  I  can  make, 
Mr.  Browne. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Are  you  going,  sir,  to 
hear  argument  upon  this  clause  now  ? 

Chairman.]  I  do  not  know  what  Mr.  Bidder 
proposes  to  do :  he  has  not  begun  to  argue  yet. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  You  will  remember,  sir,  my 
learned  friend  Mr.  Pope  made  an  application, 
Avhich  I  will  not  read,  pointing  out  the  difficulty 
which  the  water  companies  were  in  ;  because  we 
did  not  know  whether  the  London  County 
Council  meant  to  conform  to  the  decision  of  the 
Committee  or  not;  and  if  you  will  look  at  page 
539,  after  a  good  deal  of  discussion  you  yourself 
said  :  "  The  way  it  strikes  me  at  the  present  time 
(of  course  we  will  hear  what  Mr.  Balfour 
Browne  has  to  say)  is  that  there  would  have 
been  a  great  deal  to  be  said  for  your  contention" 
(that  is,  the  contention  of  Mr.  Pope)  "  if  we  had 
reason  to  believe  that  by  the  words  '  alternative 
clause'  it  w^as  intended  to  convey  that  the  County 
Council  were  going  to  put  forward  as  their  view 
the  clause  substantially  as  it  was  before  we  gave 
our  decision.  But  I  understand  that  the  proposal 
pointing  in  that  direction  was  di'opped  out  of 
the  resolution  submitted  to  the  County  Council ; 
and  so  far  as  we  have  any  knowledge  of  what  is 
taking  place  in  the  discussions  of  the  County 
Council,  it  would  appear  that  that  indication  has 
disappeared,  and  therefore,  as  far  as  I  can  gather, 
and  from  what  I  have  heard,  the  intention  of  the 
County  Council  is,  to  carry  out  as  effectually  as 
they  can  the  decision  which  was  arrived  at  by 
this  Committee."  Then  if  you  will  kindly  turn 
on  again  to  page  543,  you  again  spoke  after 
hearing  Mr.  Littler.  You  said,  sir  :  "  Of  course 
the  room  will  be  cleared  presently  to  take  the 
formal  opinion  of  the  Committee  upon  the  matter 
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which  has  been  submitted  to  us  now  :  but,  so  far 
as  I  can  gather,  the  view  of  the  Committee  is 
this:  What  we  feel  is  that  on  the  last  occasion 
when  this  matter  came  up  you  said,  Mr.  Balfour 
Browne,  '  I  think,  sir,  with  the  assistance  you 
have  given  us  now  we  shall  be  able  to  bring  up 
a  clause ' ;  that  is  to  say,  our  decision  was 
explained  to  you  in  a  way  which  left  no  doubt, 
I  thinkj  that  the  clause,  as  we  would  be  prepared 
to  entertain  it,  would  be  quite  a  different  clause 
to  what  was  originally  in  the  Bill,  and  of  course 
at  any  time  you  must  count  upon  the  Committee 
standing  to  the  decision  at  which  they  then 
formally  and  deliberately  arrived.  But  if  you 
can  say  something  that  will  assure  us  that  you 
are  going  on  with  this  case,  not  with  the  inten- 
tion of  upsetting  but  as  far  as  possible  carrying 
out  the  decision  arrived  at,  I  should  be  very 
unwilling  to  lose  even  a  day  at  this  advanced 
period  of  the  Session  in  taking  evidence  upon 
whatever  points  we  can.  So  that  you  know  now 
what  the  view  of  the  Committee,  so  far  as  I  can 
gather  it  informally,  is,  and  after  you  have 
addressed  us  we  will  clear  the  room  and  consider 
the  question."  Then  at  the  bottom  of  the  page 
you  will  see  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  repudiated  any 
attempt  to  get  behind  the  decision  of  the  Com- 
mittee, and  he  quotes  himself.  He  says  :  "These 
are  the  words  :  upon  page  408  of  the  proceedings 
I  said  :  '  I  will  bring  up  a  clause  in  lieu  of 
Clause  6  to  carry  out  the  decision  of  the  Com- 
mittee.' "  That  is  a  very  strong  repudiation  of  an 
attempt  to  get  behind  it  or  vary  it.  Now  if  you 
will  turn  once  more  to  page  545,  you  again  put 
the  matter  very  clearly  before  Mr.  Balfour 
Browne:  "In  the  subsequent  part,  and  before 
you  announced  your  final  decision,  I  used 
these  words  :  '  I  think  the  words  amply  clear  ;  I 
go  with  you  as  far  as  to  say  that  we  did  consider 
it  was  right  of  the  arbitrator  to  listen  to  what 
might  be  put  before  him  as  matters  which  ought 
or  ought  not  to  be  gone  into.' " 

Chairman.~\  I  think  I  see  now.  You  are  going 
into  an  argument  as  to  whether  this  clause  does 
carry  out  yoiu-  decision  or  not.  The  Committee 
think  that  is  for  them  to  give  an  opinion  upon, 
and  therefore  they  will  not  have  to  trouble  you 
to  pursue  that  further. 

^Ir.  Bidder. ~\  If  you  please,  sir.  If  that  is  so, 
I  will  say  no  more,  except  to  draw  your  atten- 
tion to  the  last  page,  page  548,  where  you  again 
said:  "Then  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  says  that  he 
understands  those  words,  '  alternative  clause,' 
in  the  sense  of  a  clause  which  woidd  really  curry 
out  the  decision  arrived  at  by  this  Committee. 
I  quite  agree  that  if  the  intention  of  that  alter- 
native clause  has  the  meaning  which  was  expressed 
in  some  of  the  speeches  which  were  read  to  me, 
that  that  would  not  be  carrying  out  the  decision 
of  this  Committee."  That  clearly  was  what  we 
understood  was  the  view  of  the  Committee,  Now, 
sir,  I  am  entirely  in  your  hands.  What  we 
desire,  without  discussing  the  merits  of  this 
clause  for  one  moment,  is  to  point  out  that  in 
that  radical  point  which  you  impressed  upon  my 
friend  over  and  over  again,  that  it  was  to  be 
within  the  discretion  of  the  arbitrator  whether  he 
would  or  would  not  consider  


Chairman.']  You  must  not  go  further  into  that, 
please.  I  will  explain  in  a  moment  the  reason 
why  I  say  that.  I  am  sure  you  will  agree  the 
Committee  have  not  been  desirous  of  check- 
ing either  side  in  any  argument  they  have 
submitted  to  us,  but  the  position  we  have  taken 
up  is  that  on  the  statement  of  the  promoters' 
case  we  have  arrived  at  a  certain  decision  in 
abridgment  of  the  demands  they  made  upon 
us  from  their  point  of  view.  They  have 
now  submitted  to  us  a  clause  which  they  say 
they  believe  gives  effect  to  the  decision  we  came 
to  upon  their  own  statement  of  their  own  case, 
and,  therefore,  we  think  that  at  present  the  ques- 
tion rather  is  between  the  promoters  of  the  Bill 
and  the  Committee,  and  it  will  be  afterwards  for 
the  opponents  of  the  Bill  to  make  such  comment 
on  the  clause  as  it  may  stand. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  The  moment  you  say  that,  sir, 
I  say  nothing  further. 

Chairman.]  Then  we  must  clear  the  room. 

Mr.  Littler?^  I  do  not  know,  sir,  whether  you 
have  had  the  Notes  of  what  took  place  yester- 
day before  the  County  Council  ? 

>  Chairman.]  We  have  nothing  to  do  with  that 
at  all. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Certainly  not. 

Chairmar,.]  Let  me  say  one  word  upon  that 
point.  We  have  before  us  here  Mr.  Balfour 
Browne,  who  is  conducting  the  case  of  the 
County  Council,  if  I  may  be  permitted  to  say  so, 
with  great  ability.  We  assume  that  he  has  full 
instructions  from  them,  and  we  can  take  no 
notice  of  the  discussions  which  take  place  in  the 
County  Council. 

Mr.  Littler.]  I  only  suggested  it,  sir,  for  your 
convenience  ;  but  that  does  not  preclude  us  from 
referring  to  them. 

Chairman.]^  No,  not  at  all  ;  that  is  quite  a 
different  thing. 

The  Committee-room  was  cleared. 

After  a  short  time  the  counsel  and  parties  were 
again  called  in. 

Chairman.]  The,  Committee  have  given  such 
consideration  to  this  clause  which  has  been  sub- 
mitted to  them  as  was  possible  in  the  short  time 
which  it  has  been  under  their  consideration.  Of 
course  it  must  be  understood,  in  the  first  place, 
that  any  adoption  of  this  clause  which  we  may 
now  signify  is  subject,  as  we  said  originally, 
to  the  decision  we  may  arrive  at  after  we  have 
heard  counsel  for  the  opponents  of  the  Bill  with 
reference  to  it ;  but  on  the  question  which  we 
have  been  asked  to  answer,  namely,  as  to 
whether  this  clause,  as  submitted  to  us  by  Mr. 
Balfour  Browne  just  now,  does  give  effect  to  the 
decision  which  we  arrived  at,  speaking  genei'ally, 
and  subject  to  further  consideration,  and  also  to 
one  or  two  points  to  which  1  wish  to  call 
attention,  we  do  wot  see  anything  at  present  in 
this  clause,  as  submitted  to  us,  which  is  inconsis- 
tent with  the  decision  already  arrived  at  as  to 
Clause  6.  But  I  should  like,  again,  to  emphasise 
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what.  I  have  said,  that  we,  of  course,  have  only 
been  able  to  give  it  a  hasty  and  cursory  consi- 
deration, and  there  may  lurk  some  meaning  in 
some  of  the  words  which  we  do  not  at  present 
see.  I  should  also  like  at  once  to  call  attention 
to  one  or  two  points.  First,  it  will  be  remem- 
bered that  we  were  very  emphatic  in  saying  that 
we  wished  the  arbitrator  to  have  it  in  his  discretion 
to  accept  all  the  evidence,  if  any,  and  to  give 
such  effect,  if  any,  to  the  considerations  sub- 
mitted to  him  as  he  in  his  discretion  should 
think  right.  At  the  present  moment  we  are  in- 
clined to  think  that  it  will  be  necessary  to  put 
some  words  into  this  clause,  when  we  deal  with 
it  as  a  clause  and  when  we  come  to  the  clauses, 
which  will  make  it  amply  clear  tliat  it  is  to  be 
for  the  arbitrator  to  decide,  when  any  matter  is 
submitted  for  his  consideration,  how  far  he  will 
go  into  evidence,  and  whether  he  will  go  into 
evidence  at  all  upon  it.  That  we  wish  to  have 
made  quite  clear. 

Further,  we  wish  to  guard  ourselves  against  at 
the  present  moment  expressing  any  opinion  upon 
the  words  which  refer  to  the  discretion  of  the 
arbitrator,  "  As  fully  and  effectually  as  could  be 
done  by  Act  of  Parliament."  The  Committee 
have  not  had  that  matter  discussed  before  them 
as  yet,  and,  of  course,  are  not  to  be  taken  as 
agreeing  to  those  particular  words  until  the 
matter  has  been  fully  discussed  before  them  ;  Init, 
speaking  generally,  the  opponents  of*  the  Bill, 
subject  to  the  observations  I  have  made,  and  to 
any  further  observations  which  Ave  may  have  to 
make  upon  it  which  do  not  occur  to  us  at  pre- 
sent, must  deal  with  it  as  being  a  clause  which 
does  substantially  carry  out  the  intention  and  the 
decision  of  the  Committee.  I  say,  again,  that  the 
opponents  of  the  Bill  ai'e  at  liberty  in  dealing 
with  this  clause  to  advance  such  arguments  as 
they  may  think  fit  against  the  clause  generally, 
or  any  part  of  it,  and  that  we  will  listen  to  such 
arguments  with  an  open  mind. 

Also  the  Committee  has  come  to  the  decision, 


at  least  at  preseot  they  see  no  objection  to  go 
into  this  matter  as  a  matter  ot  preamble,  and 
they  think  on  the  whole  that  would  be  a  more 
convenient  course  than  postponing  tlie  preamble, 
as  was  suggested,  I  think,  by  my  learned  friend, 
Mr.  Pope.  Of  course  it  will  be  for  counsel  to 
suggest,  and  the  Committee  to  adopt,  when  we 
come  to  clauses,  in  case  we  should  come  ,  to 
clauses,  any  verbal  alterations  which  may  be 
necessary.  I  hope  I  have  made  clear  to  counsel 
on  both  sides  the  view  taken  by  the  Committee. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.~\  Perfectly,  sir. 

Mr.  Bidder.'^  Before  my  learned  friend  begins 
it  would  be  a  convenience  to  a  good  many  of  us 
if  you,  sir,  could  give  us  any  indication  of  what 
the  arrangements  of  the  Committee  will  be  for 
the  rest  of  this  week  as  to  sitting.  I  know  it  is 
a  matter  complicated  by  things  to  which  I  need 
not  refer. 

Mr.  Balfour  Broivnc.~\  Before  you  decide  that, 
sir,  my  learned  friend,  Mr.  Pope,  tells  me  what, 
I  think,  may  materially  alter  your  decision,  that 
they  do  not  propose  to  call  evidence,  that 
they  are  only  going  to  address  you,  and  that 
may  shorten  proceedings  considerably,  I  should 
think. 

The  Committee  consult. 

C/ia/rman.]  The  Committee  have  decided  that 
they  will  meet  to-morrow  at  12  o'clock,  at  all 
events,  whether  the  House  is  sitting  or  not,  and 
then  to-morrow  we  shall  be  in  a  better  position 
to  decide  what  further  course  we  shall  adopt. 

Mr.  Pember  was  heard  to  address  the  Com- 
mittee in  support  of  the  Petitions  of  the  Lam- 
beth Water  Company,  the  East  London  Water 
Company,  the  Grand  Junction  Water  Company, 
and  the  West  Middlesex  Water  Company  in 
opposition  to  the  Bill. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow, 
at  Twelve  o'clock. 


Wednesday,  26th  June  1895. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT : 


Mr.  Ainsworth. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcotc. 
Mr.  David  Plunket. 
Mr.  Briggs  Priestley. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Pember  was  further  heard  to  address  the  Committee  in  opposition  to  the  Bill. 

Mr.  Littler  was  heard  to  open  the  case  on  behalf  of  the  Kent  Waterworks  Company  in 
opposition  to  the  Bill. 

[Adjourned  till  To-morrow,  at  a  quarter  past  Twelve  o'clock. 
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MEMBERS  PRESENT 


Mr.  Ainsworth. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 
Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcole. 
Mr.  David  Plunket, 
Mr,  Briggs  Priestley. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Right  Honourable  DAVID  PLUNKET,  in  the  Chair. 


Mr.  Littler  was  heard  to  continue  his 
address  to  the  Committee  on  behalf"  of  the  Kent 
Waterworks  Company  in  opposition  to  the  Bill. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne  was  heard  to  address  the 
Committee  in  support  of  the  alternative  clause 
for  Clause  6  in  the  Bill. 

The  Committee  room  was  cleared. 

After  a  short  time  the  counsel  and  parties  were 
again  called  in. 

Chairman.]  The  Committee  desire  me  to  say 
that  the  view  they  take  at  present  of  this  clause, 
which  is  called  the  alternative  clause,  which  has 
been  presented  to  us  by  the  representatives  of 
the  London  County  Council,  subject  to  a  pro- 
bable alteration  in  the  Preamble  of  it  (a  sugges- 
tion to  which  1  think  Mr.  Balfour  Browne  was 
not  disposed  to  object,  though  I  do  not  wish  it  to 
bind  him),  and  also  subject  to  an  altei'ation  which 
would  make  it  quite  clear  that  the  words  which 
have  been  objected  to  so  much,  namely:  "such 
sum  as  the  arbitrators  may  award  "  and  following 
words  (to  make  it  quite  clear),  is  that  that  does 
not  in  any  way  fetter  or  reduce  the  power  of  the 
arbitrator  to  consider  fully  whether  he  should 
give  any,  and  what  sum,  and  on  the  question  of 
whether  any  "  addition  shall  be  made  to  the  fair 
and  reasonable  value  of  the  undertaking  in 
respect  of  compulsory  sale  "  if  in  his  discretion 
he  should  think  fit  to  do  so.  Our  object  is  to 
leave  the  arbitrator  as  perfectly  unfettered  with 
regard  to  that  question  as  can  be,  and  also  re- 
servino;  to  ourselves  for  further  consideration 
these  final  words  of  the  paragraph,  namely, 
"  and  as  fully  and  as  effectually  as  could  be  done 
by  Act  of  Parliament."  That  we  should  like  to 
consider  still  further,  but  in  other  respects  we 
do  think  the  clause  carries  out  substantially 
the  decision  at  which  we  arrived  some  time  ago. 

Now,  as  to  the  further  proceedings  of  this 
Committee,  it  is  clear  to  all  of  us  that  if  the  dis- 
solution of  the  present  Parliament  is  to  take 
place  within  the  time  it  is  generally  expected  it 
will  take  place,  it  will  be  a  mere  waste  of  time 
and  money  for  us  to  attempt  to  conclude  the  con- 
sideration of  this  Bill  in  such  a  way  as  to  enable 


it  to  be  taken  up  again  in  the  next  Parliament  at 
the  stage  at  which  we  break  off.  We  were 
under  the  impression,  until  just  now,  that  at 
whatever  stage  this  Bill  was  dropped,  the  pro- 
ceedings might  be  taken  up  under  a  general 
resolution  of  the  House,  where  they  left  off,  in 
the  next  Parliament.  We  are  informed  that  it  is 
not  so  ;  and  having  fully  considered  the  matter, 
we  think  it  will  be  hopeless  to  proceed  further 
with  this  investigation  in  the  present  Parliament 
if  the  dissolution  is  really  to  arrive  at  the  time 
expected.  At  the  same  time  all  things  in 
politics  are  uncertain,  and  we  cannot  exclude  the 
possibility  of  some  change  taking  place  in  the 
political  situation.  Therefore  the  Committee 
have  decided  to  adjourn  until  next  Wednesday, 
and  if  it  should  then  appear  that  there  is  no 
prospect  of  a  prolonged  Session  of  this  Parlia- 
ment, such  as  would  enable  us  to  get  the  business 
through,  we  shall  not  attempt  to  do  so  ;  but,  at 
all  events,  for  the  present  the  Committee  stands 
adjourned  until  next  Wednesday. 

Mr.  Littler.]  I  should  like  to  say,  sir,  one 
word  before  the  Committee  adjourns.  My 
learned  friend,  Mr.  Freeman,  placed  very  great 
reliance  upon  a  certain  sub-section  in  his  Public 
Bill.  At  the  very  moment  I  was  addressing 
you  that  sub-section  was  being  struck  out  by  the 
Unopposed  Bill  Committee,  and  it  has  been 
struck  out. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  I  gather  that  it  depends  upon 
circumstances  which  we  cannot  exactly  foresee 
yet  whether  you  sit  again  for  the  purpose  of 
further  proceeding  with  this  Bill  or  not  ? 

Chairman.]  Yes,  it  does. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  Under  those  circumstances,  of  * 
course,  what  you  say  is  on  record,  and  may  be 
referred  to  in  any  future  Parliament  and  in  any 
future  proceedings  ;  but  I  should  not  like  that  it 
should  go  on  record  that  the  Committee  had  ap- 
proved of  this  alternative  clause  as  being  either 
in  accordance  with  their  decision,  or  as  suitable 
for  the  Bill  until  they  have  heard  me  and  the 
other  learned  counsel  who  represent  the  other 
companies  still  to  be  heard. 

Chairman.'\ 
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Chairman.']  Quite  so  ;  of  course,  if  the  Bill 
goes  on,  we  shall  always  be  ready  to  hear  with 
an  open  mind  anything  that  you  or  other  learned 
counsel  may  submit  to  us  in  the  ordinary 
course. 

Mr.  Bidder.]  Your  intimation  is  no  more  than 
an  interlocutory  intimation  of  what  is  passing  in 
your  minds  at  the  moment  ? 

Chairman.]  Yes. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  Of  course,  I  cannot 
hope  to  regulate  the  Committee,  but  may  I  say 
that  it  seems  a  great  pity  that  you  should  not 
hear  these  Bills  out  ?  I  do  not  think  they  can 
take  very  long.  There  are  only  three  speeches 
left,  and  I  do  not  think  they  can  be  of  any  great 
length  after  my  learned  friend  Mr.  Pember  and 
my  learned  friend  Mr.  Littler's  addresses  to  you. 
Then  I  think  in  all  probability  if  the  Preambles 
were  found  to  be  proved,  my  learned  friends 
would  take  no  part  in  the  discussion  of  clauses, 
and.  then  these  Bills  would  be  suspended  at  a 
stage  when  no  money  would  be  thrown  away, 
because,  under  the  General  Act  which  is  passed 
when  a  Session  dissolves,  they  would  be  sus- 
pended at  a  stage  when  they  could  be  taken  to 
the  House  of  Lords  in  the  following  Session.  It 
would  be  a  very  great  pity,  1  think,  if  all  the 
expense  and  all  the  care  which  this  Committee 
have  bestowed  upon  the  matter  is  thrown  away. 
I  am  only  speaking  now  with  regard  to  the  Bills 
of  the  "Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Water  Companies. 

Chairman.]  We  have  considered  that  matter, 
and  the  Committee  have  come  to  the  conclusion 


M^ 
Si: 


Chairman.]  There  is  now  a  quorum  of  the 
Committee  present,  and  according  to  the  decision 
which  we  arrived  at  at  our  last  meeting,  as  there 
is  no  reasonable  prospect  evidently  of  Parliament 
continuing  in  sitting  probably  beyond  next  Mon- 
day or  Tuesday,  we  have  nothing  to  do  but  to 
dissolve  ourselves,  because,  as  you  will  remember, 
it  was  arranged  on  the  last  occatsion  that  the 


that  there  is  no  prospect  of  their  being  able  to 
arrive  at  a  final  conchision  as  to  the  Preambles 
of  the  Bills  within  the  time  which  appears  to  be 
at  their  disposal,  having  regard  to  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case. 

Mr.  Pember.]  There  is  one  other  point,  sir,  not 
connected  so  much  with  these  Transfer  Bills,  and 
it  is  this  :  You  have  some  Bills  referred  to  you, 
the  Chelsea  Bill  and  the  Lambeth  Bill.  They 
are  private  Bills  on  the  same  footing  as  those 
which  were  passed  for  three  of  the  other  com- 
panies last  year  ;  and  certainly  it  would  be  a 
very  great  thing  if  they  could  be  advanced  a 
stage  this  Session. 

Mr.  Balfour  Browne.]  But  they  are  opposed 
Bills,  and  if  there  is  not  time  to  finish  these  Bills 
there  certainly  would  be  no  time  to  finish  them ; 
they  must  last  some  days. 

Chairman.]  As  I  understand,  these  Bills  would 
be  taken  up  in  the  new  Parliament  at  the  stage 
in  which  they  were  left.  We  regret  extremely 
the  conclusion  at  which  we  have  been  obliged  to 
arrive,  but  it  is  not  the  act  of  this  Committee 
which  has  terminated  the  existence  of  Parlia- 
ment. 

Mr.  Pember.]  Then  you  come  to  the  same  con- 
clusion with  regard  to  those  Bills  as  you  do  with 
regard  to  the  Bills  you  have  been  considering  ? 

Chairman.]  Yes.  The  Committee  stands  ad- 
journed until  Wednesday,  at  12  o'clock. 

[Adjourned  to  Wednesday  next, 
at  Twelve  o'clock. 


meeting  of  this  day  was  only  summoned  on  the 
chance  of  there  being  some  alteration  in  the 
prospects  of  an  early  dissolution  of  Parliament. 
No  such  alteration  has  occurred,  and  therefore 
we  have  nothing  more  to  do  except  to  thank  you 
all,  gentlemen,  for  the  very  able  assistance  which 
you  have  given  to  the  Committee  in  the  course  of 
their  somewhat  arduous  labours. 


IVednesday,  3rd  July  1895. 
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PAPER  handed  in  by  Mr.  Charles  Harrison,  16  May  1895. 
REPORT  of  the  Parliamentary  Committee. 


LoNDOx  Water  Commission. 

The  scheme  of  this  Bill  is  to  constitute  a  Commission,  with  power  to  introduce  Bills  into  Parliament  for 
various  objects  set  out  in  Clause  5,  which  include  the  acquisition  of  existing  and  the  construction  of  new  water- 
works, and  the  supply  of  water  by  the  Commission. 

The  Commission  is  to  be  constituted  as  set  out  in  the  First  Schedule,  as  follows  : — 

(1.)  The  Commission  shall  consist  of  51  members  (to  be  called  "  original  members  ")  and  such  additional 
^  members  as  may  be  from  time  to  time  nominated  or  appointed  as  hereinafter  provided. 

(2.)  The  51  "original  members"  shall  include  two  ex-officio  members,  namely:  — 
(o.)  The  Lord  Mayor  of  the  City  of  London. 
(6.)  The  Chairman  of  the  London  County  Council. 


(3.)  The  remaining  49  original  members  shall  be  nominated  as  follows,  namely  : — 

The  President  of  the  Local  Government  Board  shall  nominate  -----  1 
The  President  of  the  Board  of  Agriculture  shall  nominate        -----  1 

The  Corporation  of  the  City  of  London  shall  nominate  5 

The  London  County  Council  shall  nominate  .----..-20 

The  County  Council  of  Middlesex  shall  nominate      -------  4 

The  County  Council  of  Surrey  shall  nominate    -       -       -       --       --  -4 

The  County  Council  of  Essex  shall  nominate     -  -.------3 

The  County  Council  of  Hertfordshire  shall  nominate        ------  1 

The  County  Council  of  Buckinghamshire  shall  nominate    -       .       -       -       -       -  1 

The  County  Council  of  Berkshire  shall  nominate      .       .       .-  .       .       .  \ 

The  County  Council  of  Oxfordshire  shall  nominate  1 
The  Corporation  of  the  Borough  of  West  Ham  shall  nominate  -----  1 

The  Corporation  of  the  Borough  of  Richmond  shall  nominate  -----  1 

The  Corporation  of  the  Borough  of  Kingston-upon-Thames  shall  nominate      -       -  1 
The  Corporation  of  the  Borough  of  Windsor  shalf  nominate     .       -       -       .       -  1 
The  Corporation  of  the  Borough  of  Reading  shall  nominate       -----  1 

The  Corporation  of  the  Borough  of  Abingdon  shall  nominate    -----  1 

The  Corporation  of  the  City  of  Oxford  shall  nominate      -----       .  1 


If  and  whenever  Parliament  shall  so  direct  additional  members  may  be  from  time  to  time  nominated  by  the 
County  Council  of  each  of  the  counties  of  Gloucester,  Wilts,  Hants,  and  Kent,  and  by  the  respective  Boards  of 
Conservancy  of  the  rivers  Thames  and  Lea.  All  nominated  members  of  the  Commission  are  to  vacate  office  on  the 
1st  day  of  July  1896,  and  on  the  same  day  in  every  subsequent  fifth  year,  when  their  places  are  to  be  filled  up  by 
an  equal  number  of  nominated  members  ;  but  any  member  so  vacating  office  shall  be  re-eligible  for  fresh  nomina- 
tion by  the  same  or  any  other  of  the  above  persons  or  bodies.  The  Bill  proposes  rules  contained  in  the  Second 
Schedule  with  respect  to  the  proceedings  of  the  Commission,  and  its  committees,  the  future  nomination  and  the 
disqualification  of  members  of  the  Commission,  which  do  not  need  special  comment  at  present.  As  a  temporary 
expedient,  it  is  proposed  to  pro\'ide  by  Clause  10  that  the  Corporation  of  the  City  of  London  should  advance  a  sum 
not  exceeding  5,000L  for  the  expenses  of  the  Commission,  it  being  obvious  that  until  the  Commission  have  obtained 
from  Parliament  some  powers  under  a  future  Act,  they  would  have  no  funds  at  their  disposal.  It  will  be  most 
desirable  that  the  Council  should  arrive  at  an  early  decision  as  to  the  course  to  be  adopted  in  regard  to  this  Bill. 
In  any  event,  the  case  to  be  presented  on  behalf  of  the  Council  will  be  difficult,  and  will  require  exhaustive  and 
early  consideration. 

The  Bill  is  generally  understood  to  have  been  framed  in  pursuance  of  a  Report  of  the  Commission  of  Inquiry 
appointed  by  the  Corporation  of  the  City  of  London,  who  have  recently  been  holding  various  sittings  and  taking 
evidence  upon  the  subject.  But  it  is  not  easy  to  discover  in  this  evidence  or  the  Report  of  the  Committee  the 
precise  facts  which  were  thought  tD  necessitate  the  adoption  of  this  particular  form  of  Bill.  It  may  probably  be 
assumed  that  the  constitution  of  a  new  public  body  in  London,  consisting  of  the  representatives  of  a  large  number 
of  diverse  interests,  would  be  undesirable,  unless  capable  of  being  supported  by  cogent  evidence. 

The  committee  of  the  Corporation  visited  Manchester  and  Glasgow,  inspected  the  waterworks  there,  and  took 
evidence  in  both  places.  In  both  these  towns  the  Parliamentary  history  of  the  water  question  affords  a  precedent 
for  dealing  with  circumstances  very  similar  to  those  of  London,  but  upon  principles  which  are  different  from  those 
embodied  in  the  present  Bill.  Both  in  Manchester  and  Glasgow  the  water  supply  was  formerly  in  the  hands  of 
companies  who  were  supplying — not  only  within  the  municipal  limits  of  the  town,  but  within  a  large  and  important 
neighbouring  area — from  waterworks  situate  outside  the  municipal  boundaries.  In  both  cases  the  necessity  for  an 
improved  or  supplementary  supply  was  foreseen.  The  existing  waterworks,  with  the  powers  of  supply,  both  within 
and  vvithout  the  municipal  boundaries,  were  transferred  to  the  Municipal  Corporation,  who  were  subsequently 
empowered  by  Parliament  to  go  to  a  considerable  distance  (in  the  case  of  Manchester  to  Lake  Thirlniere,  and  in  the 
case  of  Glasgow  to  Loch  Katrine)  to  provide  a  new  supply  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  district  within  which  the 
water  was  supplied.  The  City  Committee,  however,  in  their  report,  do  not  propose  to  follow  either  of  these  prece- 
dents, but  suggest  the  appointment  of  a  Commission,  such  as  would  be  constituted  by  the  present  Bill. 
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In  addition  to  the  Bill  now  under  discussion,  Bills  have  been  deposited  by  the  Corporation  of  Croydon  and  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Company,  of  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  say  more  at  present  than  that  they  have 
reference  generally  to  the  London  water  question,  and  must  be  included  along  with  the  present  Bill  in  any  reference 
to  a  Select  Committee  of  Parliament. 

Notices  have  also  been  given  for  the  introduction  of  a  Pablic  Bill  dealing  with  the  same  subject.  We  do  not 
doubt  but  that  the  most  convenient  course  of  Parliamentary  procedure  will  be  (on  the  assumption  that  the  Bills  are 
read  a  second  time)  that  they  should  be  referred  ti>  the  same  Committee  of  Parliament,  and  it  will  be  a  matter  for 
consideration  whether  it  would  be  desirable  that  such  Committee  should  deal  merely  with  the  questions  raised  by 
the  present  Bill,  or  whether  the  scope  of  its  reference  should  be  so  enlarged  as  to  admit  of  the  consideration  either 
of  the  water  subject  generally,  or  of  any  special  branches  of  it. 

The  questions  raised  by  the  London  Water  Commission  Bill  are  : — 

(1.)  Whether  it  is  proper  in  the  present  Session  to  confer  on  a  public  authority  such  powers  as  may 
enable  them  to  consider  and  deal  with  the  water  question,  and  in  a  future  year  to  make  applications  for 
Parliamentary  powers?  (2.)  To  what  public  authority  should  these  powers  be  entrusted  ? 

The  alternatives  are  obviously  :  (a.)  a  new  public  authority  to  be  created  either  as  a  representative  Commission 
upon  the  lines  of  the  present  Bill  or  otherwise,  (b.)  An  existing  local  authority,  in  which  case  the  London  County 
Council  seems  alone  available. 

The  proceedings  of  the  year  1880  should  be  borne  in  mind.  In  that  year  Mr.  (now  Viscount)  Cross  introduced 
the  Metropolis  Water  Purchase  Bill,  the  object  of  which  was  to  create  what  was  called  a  Water  Trust,  composed  of 
nominated  and  elected  members  representing  the  London  areas  and  suburbs. 

Agreements  were  provisionally  arrived  at  with  the  water  companies  by  the  late  Mr.  Edmund  J.  Smith  for  the 
purchase  of  the  London  water  undertakings  on  terms  which,  in  the  opinion  both  of  the  Corporation  and  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  were  too  high. 

A  Select  Committee,  over  which  Sir  William  Harcourt  presided,  was  appointed  to  inquire  into  the  expediency 
of  purchasing  the  Metropolitan  water  undertakings,  and  as  to  whether  the  provisional  agreements  would  furnish  a 
satisfactory  basis  for  such  acquisition. 

The  Report  of  this  Committee,  which  is  throughout  of  very  high  importance,  is  in  substance — 

That  the  supply  of  water  to  the  Metropolis  should  be  placed  under  the  control  of  some  public  body. 
That  in  the  absence  of  any  single  municipal  body  to  which  these  functions  could  be  cbmmitted,  a  water 
authority  of  a  representative  character  should  be  constituted,  and 

That  a  Bill,  having  that  object,  should  be  introduced  at  an  early  date  by  the  Government. 

It  seems  clear  from  the  Report  that  the  then  absence  of  any  single  municipal  body  in  the  case  of  London,  to 
which  these  functions  could  be  committed,  is  thus  put  forward  as  the  special  justification  for  the  then  proposal  to 
create  a  water  authority  of  a  representative  character. 

It  is  no  doubt  recognised  that  if  this  subject  is  referred  to  any  Committee  of  Parliament,  the  Council  will  be 
expected  to  be  prepared  with  a  clearly  defined  policy,  and  that  some  witness  or  witnesses  must  be  called  before  any 
such  Committee  on  their  behalf,  who  should  have  grasped  all  the  details  of  the  subject,  and  be  able  to  defend  that 
policy.  It  may  be  well  to  remind  the  Council  that  this  would  be  a  very  heavy  task  ;  and  if  it  is  to  be  performed  in 
any  degree  satisfactorily,  the  preparation  should  be  taken  in  hand  without  the  delay  of  a  single  day.  The 
elaboration  of  necessary  statistics,  the  selection  of  the  facts  to  be  laid  before  the  Parliamentary  Committee,  and  the 
general  arrangement  of  the  case,  will  involve  long  and  careful  preparation,  and  we  think  that  it  is  desirable  that 
some  general  instructions  should  be  given  at  the  earliest  possible  date  which  should  authorise  the  officers  of  the 
Council  to  take  this  matter  in  hand  with  considerable  discretion  as  to  the  assistance  in  various  ways  which  they  may 
find  necessary. 

The  work  which  will  be  involved  is  of  so  heavy  a  character  that  it  would  be  impracticable  to  manage  it  satis- 
factorily in  a  large  Committee,  and  we  have  accordingly  appointed  a  Sub-Committee  of  three  to  attend  to  all  matters 
connected  with  the  Bill,  and  we  recommend — 

(a.)  That  the  Council  do  associate  two  members  of  the  Finance  Committee  and  two  members  of  the 
Special  Water  and  Markets  Committee  with  the  members  appointed  by  us,  and-  that  the  Committee  so  con- 
stituted do  act  as  a  Sub-Committee  of  the  Parliamentary  Committee. 

We  also  recommend,  with  special  reference  to  the  conclusions  of  Sir  W.  Harcourt's  Committee,  quoted  above — 

(b.)  That,  to  preserve  the  rights  of  the  Council,  a  petition  be  presented  against  the  London  Water  Com- 
mission Bill. 

Resolved,  That  the  remaining  recommendations  in  the  Report  be  adopted,  with  the  exception  of  those  in 
paragraphs  Nos.  3,  4,  6,  and  9,  and  that  the  consideration  of  those  recommendations  be  deferred. 


Adjourned  Report  of  the  Parliamentary  Committee  on  the  London  Water  Bills  now  before  Parliament. 


Deferred  on  17th  February. 

L  London  Water  Commission  Bill. 

2.  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Bill. 

3.  Croydon  Water  Bill. 

4 

5 


Private  Bills. 


Metropolis  Water  Supply  Bill.  "1 
London  Water  (Meter)  Bill.  [• 
6.  Metropolitan  Water  Companies'  (Charges)  Bill,  j 


Public  Bills. 


Introductm-y. 

On  the  15th  January  last  we  reported  on  the  Private  Water  Bills,  and  petitions  against  the  three  first-named 
Bills  have  been  adopted,  and  have  been  sealed  by  the  Council  and  duly  presented. 

Of  the  Public  Bills  the  Bill  which  we  mentioned  in  our  report  of  the  29th  January  is  about  to  be  introduced, 
and  which  was  referred  to  us  on  the  3rd  instant  for  consideration,  has  been  since  brought  in  under  the  name  of  the 
Metropolis  Water  Supply  Bill,  and  we  now  present  the  following  further  report  explanatory  of  the  principles  on 
which  it  appears  to  us  that  the  Council  should  act  in  relation  to  all  these  Private  and  Public  Bills,  and  the 
objections  which  should  be  raised  in  the  event  of  their  being  referred  to  a  Select  Committee. 

We  have  directed  that  copies  of  the  Private  Bill  promoted  by  the  Corporation  (London  Water  Commission 
Bill)  and  of  the  Public  Bill  (the  Metropolis  Water  Supply)  promoted  by  certain  Vestries  be  sent  to  all  members  of 
the  Council. 


I 


ON  THE  LAMBETH  WATEli  (TRANSFEU)  BILL.  3f)^ 


Main  questions  for  comkleration  defined. 

The  Bills  are  so  interdependent  that  we  think  it  desirable,  notwithstanding  our  previous  report  of  the 
15th  ultimo,  which  we  fully  indorse,  to  include  them  all  in  this  report.  ^ 

Among  the  issues  raised  by  the  Private  Bill  of  the  London  Water  Commission,  promoted  by  the  Corporation, 
and  the  Public  Bill  of  Metropolis  Water  Supply,  promoted  on  behalf  of  Vestries,  there  is  one  of  primary 
importance,  viz.  : — 

1.  Should  any  new  body  be  created — whether  Trust  or  Commission — to  whom  the  London  water  supply 
should  be  immediately  entrusted  ? 

And  this  question  involves  a  second  equally  important,  viz.  : — 

2.  Should  the  London  County  Council  be  the  body  to  deal  with  the  water  supply  on  behalf  of  the 
consumers  ? 

To  the  first  of  these  questions  we  have  no  hesitation  in  recommending  a  negative  answer,  and  the  same 
considerations  which  lead  us  to  this  will  be  found  to  support  an  affirmative  answer  to  the  second  question. 

As,  however,  it  appears  from  the  pending  Bills  that  the  first  of  these  questions  would  be  differently  answered 
by  bodies  whose  opinions  are  entitled  to  great  respect  (the  City  of  London  and  some  of  the  London  Vestries),  we 
think  it  right  to  explain  the  reason  for  the  answer  which  we  propose  to  give. 

Circumstances  of  London  the  same  as  m.ost  other  large  tovms. 

The  question  of  water  supply  to  London  differs  in  magnitude  only,  not  in  principle,  from  the  same  question  as 
already  fully  discussed  and  solved  by  the  leading  municipal  corporations  for  other  great  centres  of  population  in 
the  United  Kingdom. 

Precisely  similar  circumstances  present  themselves  in  the  case  of  London  as  have  presented  themselves  in  many 
other  places.  A  company  or  companies  have  been  formed  under  special  Acts  of  Parliament  with  authority  to 
supply  water  for  domestic  and  trading  purposes  to  a  populous  district.  The  boundaries  of  the  district  which  it  was 
found  convenient  to  include  within  the  company's  area  of  supply  were  not  co-incident  with  the  boundaries  of  any 
one  local  or  sanitary  district.  The  growth  of  neighbouring  population  and  commercial  requirements  led  from  time 
to  time  to  the  extension  of  the  company's  area  of  supply,  until  it  included  adjoining  towns  and  districts.  The 
increasing  demand  for  water  led  to  apprehensions  that  the  supply  might  be  inadequate,  and  various  questions  arose 
between  the  companies  supplying,  and  the  consumers  using,  the  water,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  supply,  the  quality 
of  the  water,  the  price  charged,  the  method  of  distribution,  and  other  matters. 

In  some  cases,  before  the  companies  had  admitted  the  necessity  of  going  further  afield  for  more  abundant  and 
wholesome  supplies,  and  in  others  after  the  importance  of  placing  the  water  sjupply  in  the  hands  of  the  local 
authority  came  to  be  admitted,  and  not  only  admitted  by  aU  those  locally  interested  in  the  great  questions  of  water 
supply  and  public  health,  but  approved  year  after  year  by  Parliament. 

So  by  degrees,  in  nearly  all  the  principal  centres  of  population,  the  water  supply  has  been  placed  in  the  hands 
of  the  municipal  authorities. 

In  Manchester,  Liverpool,  Glasgow,  Dublin,  Leeds,  Bradford,  Cardiff,  Nottingham,  Leicester,  and  many  other 
towns,  what  is  regarded  in  London  as  a  difficult  problem  has  been  successfully  solved. 


Geneial  principles  of  Water  Supply  applicable. 

Waterworks  in  these  cases  are  owned  by  the  central  local  authority  supplying  water  within  their  own  municipal 
limits,  and  within  a  large  area  beyond,  often  many  times  as  large  and  nearly  as  populous  as  their  own  district.  In 
some  great  cases  the  municipal  authority  has  been  impelled,  after  purchasing  |the  works  of  commercial  companies, 
to  go  far  away  from  their  own  district  in  search  of  an  adequate  supply.  Nor  have  they  found  any  difficulty  in 
,  obtaining  the  necessary  powers  from  Parliament.  Glasgow  has  been  allowed  to  tap  Loch  Katrine,  30  miles  distant, 
and  subsequently  Manchester  has  taken  Thirlmere,  100  miles,  and  Liverpool  the  upper  waters  of  the  Vyrnwy, 
68  miles  distant  from  their  municipal  boundaries. 

The  principle  thus  established  is  based  on  foundations  which  appear  to  us  unassailable.  An  ample  supply  of 
water  is  a  necessity  of  public  health,  and  should  therefore  be  under  the  direct  control  of  the  authority  directly 
responsible  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  central  population  supplied. 

The  sanitary  exigencies  of  the  community  demand  that  water  should  be  supplied  more  liberally  to  the  more 
densely-populated  and  poorer  districts  than  to  the  richer,  and  thus  water  for  domestic  purposes  is  not  suitable  for 
treatment  as  a  commercial  commodity  to  be  supplied  for  profit,  or  as  a  commodity  to  be  dealt  with  by  an  extraneous 
authority  not  charged  with  the  administration  of  sanitary  laws. 

Financial  considerations  and  motives  of  general  convenience  have  led  to  the  ownership  of  waterworks  being 
vested  in  the  central  municipal  authority,  through  whom  the  necessary  funds  have  been  economically  raised  by  a 
charge  not  only  on  the  revenue  arising  from  water  rents  or  charges,  but  on  the  ratepayers  whom  the  authority 
represent.  In  the  district  outside  the  municipal  limits,  water  is  supplied  either  direct  to  the  consumer,  or  in  bulk 
to  other  local  authorities  for  distribution  by  them  to  the  consumers  on  principles  well  understood  and  frequently 
acted  upon. 

In  principle  we  see  no  difference  between  the  case  of  London  and  the  other  large  towns  above  mentioned 
although  there  are  some  differences  of  detail  in  the  points  hereafter  mentioned,  which,  while  they  may  demand  some 
separate  consideration,  appear  to  present  but  little  difficulty. 


Report  of  Sir  W.  Harcourt's  Committee. 

Reports  of  Parliamentary  Committees  and  other  inquiries,  and  various  local  Acts  of  Parliament,  extending 
over  a  long  series  of  years,  have  completely  recognised  the  principles  above  enumerated.  We  do  not  propose  to 
refer  here  to  these  reports,  &c.,  further  than  to  quote  the  conclusions  of  Sir  W.  Harcourt's  Committee  of  1880. 

"  That  the  supply  of  water  to  the  Metropolis  should  be  placed  under  the  control  of  some  public  body  ; 

"  That  in  the  absence  of  any  single  rmmicipal  body  to  which  these  functions  could  be  committed,  a  water 
authority  of  a  representative  character  should  be  constituted  ;  and 

"  That  a  Bill  having  that  object  should  be  introduced  at  an  early  date  by  the  Government." 

We  refer  specially  to  this  because  in  some  printed  memoranda  issued  in  reference  to  the  principal  Bills 
hereafter  dealt  with,  the  words  in  italics  have  been  omitted,  and  the  conclusions  of  this  Committee  may  have  been 
misunderstood  or  not  fully  quoted  ;  it  being  stated  in  these  memoranda  that  a  new  representative  body  was 
recommended  by  the  Committee,  while  no  reference  has  been  made  to  the  fact  that  this  conclusion  was  based  on  the 
then  absence  of  any  single  municipal  body  in  the  case  of  London  to  whom  these  functions  could  be  committed. 

It  can  hardly  be  suggested  that  this  Council  is  not  such  a  municipal  body  as  indicated  in  that  report. 
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Some  objections  to  transfer  of  Water  Su^jply  to  the  Coiuwil  discussed. 

We  have  already  observed  that  in  some  points  of  detail  the  circumstances  of  London  have  been  said  to  differ 
from  those  of  the  other  towns  above  mentioned.    Three  only  seem  to  demand  separate  examination. 


1.  It  is  suggested  by  the  Advocates  for  creating  a  new  body  that  the  Council  is  more  overburdened  with  work  than  the 
Corporations  of  Manchester,  Liverpool,  Dublin,  and  other  towns,  and  could  iiotfind  time  for  the  work. 

We  do  not  think  this  need  be  feared.  The  administrative  functions  transferred  in  1 889  to  this  Council  in  the 
management  of  the  asylums  and  industrial  echools,  the  main  drainage  of  the  metropolitan  area,  the  enforcement  of 
the  Metropolitan  Building  Acts,  the  management  of  the  fire  brigade,  parks  and  open  spaces,  and  bridges,  with  other 
numerous  and  important  duties,  have  been  discharged  without  material  difficulty,  and  it  is  believed  with  success. 
It  may  be  urged  that  there  was  transferred  along  with  the  duties  a  highly-trained  and  efficient  staff  of  officers,  to 
whose  assistance  the  Council  is  largely  indebted  for  such  success  as  it  has  achieved.  We  reply  that  with  the 
transfer  of  the  water  supply  we  shall  in  like  manner  be  able  to  avail  ourselves  of  officials  equally"  versed  in  their 
various  duties,  who  will  doubtless  be  equally  willing  to  aid  us  with  their  loyal  co-operation.  Even  as  at  present 
constituted,  we  have  no  doubt  that  the  Council  is  in  a  position  to  cope  with  the  task  ;  but  experience  will  indicate, 
if  it  has  not  already  indicated,  means  by  which  the  work  of  the  Council  may  be  accomplished  with  lesS  labour  than 
at  present.  The  work  of  the  Council  during  its  first  years  has  been  necessarily  heavy.  The  experience'  gained,  the 
organisation  and  arrangements  effected  during  this  period,  is  simplifying,  and  may  be  expected  to  simplify,  the  work 
in  the  future.  Larger  delegation  of  powers  to  committees,  the  diminution  of  numbers  of  members  serving  on 
committees,  better  distribution  of  work  among  committees,  will  tend  to  the  relief  of  the  Council,  and  render  it  not 
difficult  to  find  an  influential  committee  which  will  devote  constant  attention  to  the  management  of  this  business. 


2.  The  peculiarity  arising  from  the  relativa  positions  of  the  Corporation  of  the  City  of  London  and  this  Council. 

We  feel  sure  that  all  the  members  of  Council  will  duly  appreciate  the  services  which  the  City  has  rendered  to 
London  in  instituting  inquiries  into  and  dealing  with  the  subject  of  water  supply,  especially  during  the  assumed 
technical  disability  of  the  Council  and  previously  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  to  handle  it.  We  recognise,  moreover, 
the  great  historical  position  of  the  City  as  justly  giving  great  weight  to  their  representations  on  any  such  subject, 
and  we  have  very  carefully  considered  whether  any  scheme  could  be  suggested  under  which  some  special 
representation  could  be  given  to  the  City  in  the  management  of  the  water  supply. 

On  the  whole,  however,  we  are  unable  to  draw  any  substantial  distinction  between  the  position  of  the  City  in 
regard  to  main  drainage  and  the  position  of  the  City  in  regard  to  water  supply.  If  any  difficulty  arise  or  be 
anticipated  under  this  head,  it  arises  from  relations  already  anomalous,  and  cannot  be  remedied  by  the  introduction 
of  a  new  body  and  additional  complications. 


3.  The  special  circumstances  of  the  towns  and  districts  without  the  London  County  boundary,  but  supplied  by  the 

Metropolitan  Water  Companies. 

On  this  we  have  only  to  observe  that  every  problem  involved  in  the  relations  between  London  and  the  adjacent 
districts  has  been  already  solved  by  the  experience  of  Manchester,  Glasgow,  and  other  towns. 

When  we  come  to  examine  the  special  proposals  for  establishing  a  new  Trust,  contained  in  the  two  pending 
Bills,  we  find  that  such  examinations  strengthen  the  above  conclusions. 


London  Water  Commission  Bill. 

Dealing  first  with  the  City  Bill,  it  will  be  observed  that  the  proposal  merely  involves  the  establishment  of  a  . 
Commission  to  be  empowered  to  consider  and  submit  to  Parliament  Bills  dealing  with  the  subject.  In  settling  any 
such  Bill  the  most  important  controversial  questions  would  have  to  be  solved  by  the  proposed  Commission — questions 
as  to  the  efficiency  of  the  present  and  need  of  future  sources  of  supply  ;  questions  concerning  the  purchase  of 
existing  works  ;  and  questions  concerning  the  proper  mode  of  charging  for  water  both  within  and  without  the 
county  boundary  ;  while  there  would  be  another  class  of  controversial  questions  between  the  consumers  of  the 
water  on  the  one  hand,  and  millowners,  riparian  proprietors,  sanitary  and  other  authorities,  and  other  persons 
interested  in  the  water  and  watersheds  of  the  Thames  and  Lea  Valleys  on  the  other  hand.  Among  these  the 
pre-eminent  questions  of  purchase  or  application  to  Parliament  to  authorise  new  works  would  demand  immediate 
handling  by  the  newly  formed,  heterogeneous,  and  unorganised  body  with  wholly  inadequate  funds,  in  the  face  of 
opposition  unanimous,  organised,  and  with  practically  unlimited  resources. 

Constitution  of  Commission. 

The  proposed  constitution  of  the  Commission  may  be  analysed  as  follows  : — 

London  County  Council  members  (including  the  Chairman  of  the  Council)    -       -       -  - 

Members  representing  outside  districts  (subject  to  a  provision  for  their  ultimate  increase, 
apparently  to  28)  

Corporation  of  the  City  (including  the  Lord  Mayor)        -  -  

Appointed  by  Departments  of  State  -- 

Total   -   -   -  51 


Upon  the  questions  above  indicated,  it  may  be  assumed  that  the  21  members  representing  the  London  County 
Council,  and  the  22  members  representing  the  outside  districts,  would  have  opposing  interests,  and  their  numbers 
being  so  nearly  balanced,  the  members  representing  the  Corporation  would  practically  have  the  voting  power  upon 
these  questions.  In  fact,  the  County  Council  members  could  not  out-vote  the  members  representing  the  outside 
district  without  the  support  of  the  Corporation  members,  while,  if  the  number  of  the  outside  members  be  increased 
as  indicated,  they  would  have  a  majority  of  one  over  the  London  representatives.  Of  course,  the  interests  of  all  the 
various  outside  districts  represented  on  the  Commission  may  be  different  and  divergent,  but  it  is  conceived  that  on 
some  of  the  more  vital  questions  the  putside  districts  would  combine. 


21 
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Liitial  Difficulties  of  Proposed  Commission. 

Havino-  regard  to  the  constitution  of  the  proposed  Commission  and  the  ma*iuer  in  which  the  various  interests 
proposed  to  be  represented  thereon  would  be  balanced,  even  a  preliminary  agreement  upon  the  general  policy  to  be 
followed  would  be  difficult  of  attainment. 


Suhsequent  Difficulties. 

And  again,  even  if  this  difficulty  were  overcome  and  a  majority  of  the  Commission  concurred  in  the  presentation 
of  a  Bill  to  Parliament,  it  is  scarcely  possible  that  it  could  be  based  upon  anything  like  unanimity  of  opinion. 

Opponents  would  have  the  views  of  a  minority,  perhaps  a  large  minority,  to  support  them  ;  and  tho  prospects 
of  passing  a  Bill  in  the  circumstances,  opposed  as  it  certainly  would  be  by  one  or  more  interests  affected,  would  be 
remote. 

However  disadvantageous  to  London  any  such  Bill  might  be  considered,  either  by  the  county  council  or  by  any 
large  section  of  the  inhabitants,  they  would  probably  be  precluded  from  opposing  it,  as  it  would  have  been 
introduced  into  Parliament  by  a  Commission  on  which  the  Council  was  represented. 

Should,  however,  these  preliminary  difficulties  be  overcome,  something  like  the  following  results  might  not 
improbably  be  expected  : — 

The  object  in  establishing  the  Commission  is  first  to  secure  and  second  to  manage  the  water  supply  of  London 
and  outside  districts.  •  i  u 

It  would  be,  therefore,  necessary  to  the  continued  existence  of  the  Commission  that  it  should  accomplish  the 
first  of  these  objects. 

The  i^rohable  Future  Action  of  the  Commission  Examined. 

It  can  do  this,  subject  to  obtaining  the  necessary  Parliamentary  powers,  by — 
(a.)  An  alternative  and  independent  supply  ; 

(u.)  Acquiring  the  undertakings  of  the  companies  by  agreement  (1)  including  full  settlement  of  all 
details,  or  (2)  settlement  of  terms  for  submission  to  arbitration  ; 

(c.)  Acquiring  by  arbitration  on  terms  not  accepted  by  the  companies. 

They  must  proceed  either  by  contentious  Bills  in  Parliament,  which  would  of  course  be  strenuously  opposed  by 
the  companies,  or  they  must  if  they  adopt  the  alternative  (b)  proceed  by  negotiation,  which  would  in  its  essence  also 
be  contentious.  In  either  case  they  would  contend  on  most  unequal  terms.  The  companies  are  united,  experienced, 
deeply  interested,  well-informed,  and  wealthy.  The  Commission  would  be  discordant,  unorganised,  ill-informed,  and 
ill-equipped. 

It  has  no  income  except  a  loan  of  5,0O0Z.  from  the  Corporation  to  meet  its  expenditure. 
The  financial  obligations  resting  upon  the  Commission  are  the  following  : — 

(a.)  To  provide  and  maintain  a  fit  and  convenient  office  for  holding  meetings  of  51  members  and 
transacting  business. 

(b.)  Appoint  and  pay  a  secretary  and  such  officers  and  servants  as  may  be  required. 

(c.)  Pay  auditors  of  accounts. 

(n.)  Pay  49  nominated  members. 

(e.)  Disburse  all  necessary  expenditure  of  the  office. 

(f.)  Make  inquiry  into  the  present  and  possible  futui-e  sources  of  supply. 

(g.)  Promote  a  Bill  or  Bills  in  Parliament  (if  in  opj^osition  to  water  companies  a  most  costly  business). 

The  Commission  would  have  the  strongest  inducement,  through  lack  of  funds  and  the  necessity  of  preserving 
its  existence,  to  come  to  terms  with  the  companies  ;  it  could  neither  afford  to  remain  inactive  nor  to  risk  defeat  in  a 
Parliamentary  contest  with  them. 

The  appointment  of  such  a  Commission,  unwieldy  and  incongruous  in  its  composition  and  unfitted  to  enter 
into  negotiation  and  contest  with  the  united  companies,  would,  under  the  circumstances  described,  be  virtually  to 
place  the  interests  of  the  people  of  London  in  the  hands  of  the  water  companies. 

The  Bill  by  its  vagueness,  and  by  relegating  difficult  questions  to  the  obscurity  of  the  future,  escapes  objections 
which  would  otherwise  have  been  obvious.  In  this  respect  the  second  Bill  is  very  instructive,  for  the  Water  Trust 
proposed  by  the  City  Bill  must  inevitably,  when  they  get  to  work,  find  themselves  involved  in  the  difficulties, 
financial  and  administrative,  which  are  more  fully  exposed  in  the  scheme  of  the  second  Bill  to  which  we  proceed  to 
advert. 

Metropolis  Water  Supply. 

Many  of  the  general  objections  above  suggested  will  in  our  opinion  equally  apply  to  the  Metropolis  Water 
Supply  Bill.  But  there  are  some  special  circumstances  about  this  Bill  which  in  our  opinion  render  it  deserving  of 
rery  close  consideration  by  the  Council.    The  Bill  has  only  just  been  printed  and  circulated. 

It  appears  from  the  indorsement  on  a  copy  sent  to  the  Council  that  it  has  been  prepared  by  the  "  honorary 
secretary  to  the  executive  committee  of  Metropolitan  Vestries  and  District  Boards,  St.  James'  Vestry  Hall, 
Piccadilly,"  and  a  printed  memorandum,  signed  by  the  honorary  secretary  of  this  committee,  has  also  reached  us. 
We  nevertheless  think  it  scarcely  possible  that  this  Bill  will  have  the  approval,  after  adequate  consideration,  of  the 
London  vestries. 

The  Bill  starts  upon  the  assumption  that  the  existing  water  undertakings  must  be  immediately  purchased  on 
arbitration  terms  (upon  the  nature  of  which  we  propose  to  observe  later).  We  think  most  members  of  the  Council 
would  hesitate,  without  far  fuller  information  than  we  as  yet  possess,  to  commit  the  ratepayers  of  London  to  buy 
these  works  at  whatever  figure  an  arbitrator  or  board  of  arbitration  )nay  award,  or  to  enter  into  an  arbitration 
without  Parliament  having  laid  down  any  rlefinite  rules  in  relation  to  the  terms  and  conditions  affecting  the 
purchase.  There  are/irmo  facie  grounds  for  believing  that  the  market  value  of  the  companies'  stocks,  as  expressed 
by  recent  Stock  Exchange  quotations,  is  unduly  large,  being  influenced  by  other  considerations  than  those  of 
intrinsic  value  ;  that  unduly  high  dividends  have  been  maintained,  money  having  been  disbursed  by  way  of 
dividends  which  ought  to  have  been  applied  to  expenditure  on  matters  either  neglected  entirely  or  provided  out  of 
capital  ;  that  the  works  and  plant  are  in  some  respects  obsolete  :  that  no  adequate  allowance  has  been  made  for 
depreciation,  and  above  all  that  heavy  expenditure  (probably  long  unprofitable)  in  the  establishment  of  a  new  or 
supplementary  system  of  supply  is  desirable  and  perhaps  imminent. 
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The  Council  has  already  voted  in  favour  of  a  resolution  asking  the  Government  to  institute  inquiries  covering 
fressh  sources  of  supply.  If,  as  appears  not  improbable  from  the  reports  made  by  the  oflBcials  of  the  Government 
and  of  the  Council,  it  should  prove  that  the  present  sources  of  supply  are,  or  soon  will  be,  inadequate,  and  that 
great  expense  will  have  to  be  incurred  to  procure  fresh  sources  of  supply,  this  fact  will  materially  diminish  the  value 
of  the  property  which  the  municipidity  is  to  acquire  under  the  arbitration.  And  yet,  as  this  Bill  stands,  the 
arbitrators,  in  the  absence  of  definite  instructions  from  Parliament  on  the  subject,  would  probably  have  neither  the 
power  nor  the  disposition  to  take  this  fact  into  consideration.  They  would  certainly  not  be  obliged  to  do  so  ;  and 
the  arbitration  might  thus  saddle  Londoners  with  the  price  of  an  undertaking  one-half  of  which  would  be  valueless 
to  them. 

Should  there  be  real  ground  for  suspecting  any  of  the  above-mentioned  contingencies  to  exist,  it  would  seem 
most  inexpedient  that  an  outside  body  without  the  experience  of  the  Council  and  its  predecessors,  in  fact  devoid  of 
experience  on  the  subject,  should  commit  London  to  the  result  of  such  an  arbitration. 


Obligations  Imposed  on  Trust  under  Vestry  Bill. 

One  of  the  principal  clauses  of  the  Bill  (6)  is  so  drafted  as  to  place  the  proposed  trust  under  a  statutory 
obligation  "  to  carry  into  effect  the  purposes  of  the  Act,"  not  only  by  the  acquisition  of  the  companies'  undertaking, 
but  also  "  by  the  enlargement  and  improvement  of  their  waterworks,  the  construction  of  new  waterworks,  and  the 
supply  of  water  from  new  and  independfnt  sources." 

It  has  been  suggested  to  us  that  this  is  a  mere  error  in  drafting  ;  but  the  explanatory  memorandum  sent  us  by 
the  promoters  seem  to  leave  no  room  for  doubt  that  the  clause  is  so  framed  by  design.  It  would  impose  on  the 
trustees  the  "  trust "  not  only  of  purchasing  the  whole  of  the  existing  works,  but  also  of  constructing  new  water- 
works and  supplying  water  from  new  and  independent  sources,  a  policy,  to  which  it  can  scarcely  be  conceived  that  the 
inhabitants  of  London  ought  to  stand  committed.  It  is  probably  no  exaggeration  to  affirm  that  whereas  a  totally 
new  and  satisfactory  series  of  works  might  be  provided  at  an  estimated  cost  varying  from  10,000,000Z.  to  15,000,000^, 
this  extraordinary  scheme  might  cost  London,  if  carried  out  as  proposed  by  the  Bill,  some  indefinite  sum  approach- 
ing 50,000,000/. 

Scheme  of  Arbitration  under  the  Vestry  Bill. 

The  arbitration  provisions  of  this  Bill  seem  to  be  open  to  grave  objection.  Clause  13  provides  that  the 
Arbitration  Board  shall  consist  of  four  members,  to  be  appointed  respectively  by  the  Local  Government  Board,  the 
Institute  of  Bankers,  the  Institution  of  Civil  Engineers,  and  the  Surveyors'  Institution.  It  may  obviously  be 
predicted  of  such  a  Board  that  the  nominee  of  the  bankers  would  support  the  interest  of  capital.  The  surveyors' 
nominee  woukl  follow  the  practice  (apart  from  any  special  provisions  of  the  Bill)  in  awarding  a  high  value  on  a 
compulsory  sale,  in  which  he  would  probably  find  support  from  the  nominee  of  the  Civil  Engineers.  Apart  from 
such  purely  speculative  suggestions  as  to  the  policy  of  these  nominees,  they  are  expressly  made  arbitrators,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Acts  (Clause  13,  sub-par.  3),  so  that  there  is  as  it  were  a  statutory  direction,  not 
only  to  award  the  costs  of  the  arbitration  as  against  the  purchasers  (subject  to  some  special  powers  not  affecting 
the  principle),  but  to  make  the  additional  allowance  in  respect  of  compulsory  purchase  which  has  become  habitual 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Acts.  By  paragraph  14.  the  Arbitration  Board  are  required  to  have  regard  to  the  value  of 
the  undertakings  "  prior  to  the  introduction  into  Parliament  of  the  Bill."  This  is  probably  intended  to  prevent  the 
arbitrator  from  basing  his  award  on  any  increase  in  the  selling  price  of  the  stocks  which  may  be  brought  about  with 
a  view  to  influence  the  award.  But  we  think  it  is  not  unlikely  to  have  another  effect,  which  should  be  guarded 
against,  and  may  bind  the  arbitrators  to  an  award  of  not  less  than  the  "  market  value  "  of  the  stocks  prior  to  the 
introduction  of  the  Bill.  It  is  obvious  that  if  half  of  the  suggestions  above  made  in  deterioration  of  the  value  of 
the  water  undertakings  have  any  foundation  in  fact,  they  will  become  matters  of  public  notoriety,  either  during  the 
progress  of  the  Parliamentary  proceedings,  or  after  the  passing  the  Bill  into  an  Act  (if  it  should  pass),  and  although 
the  disclosure  of  .any  such  facts  might  reduce  the  saleable  value  of  the  stocks  to  accord  with  the  intrinsic  value  of 
the  undertakings,  it  is  probable  that  this  result  would  be  excluded  from  the  consideration  of  the  Board  of 
Arbitration  under  the  terms  of  this  Section  14.  We  feel  no  doubt  that  the  promoters-  and  the  Council  would  be  in 
accord  on  the  principle  involved. 

It  is  true  that  the  power  possessed  or  claimed  to  be  possessed  by  any  company  to  make  up  deficiencies  in  the 
dividends  of  previous  years  is  stated  to  be  abandoned,  but  whether  any  such  power  exists,  and  whether  but  for  this 
enactment  an  arbitrator  could  properly  take  it  into  consideration,  is  very  doubtful. 

Financial  Scheme  of  the  Vestry  Bill. 

The  financial  scheme  is  intricate  and,  as  we  believe,  unsatisfactory.  The  proposal  involves  the  creation  of 
consolidated  water  stock  charged  (under  Clause  21)  upon  the  water  revenue  and  the  "local  rates"  of  the 
metropolitan  water  area.  The  expression  "  the  local  rate  "  is  stated  to  be  defined  in  the  Third  Schedule  to  the 
Bill,  from  whicli  it  seems  that  in  London  it  means — in  the  city,  the  consolidated  sewers  rate  ;  in  the  other  parishes 
and  districts,  the  general  rate  ;  and  in  the  temples  and  other  places  mentioned  in  Schedule  C  of  the  Metropolitan 
Management  Act,  the  poor  rate. 

It  is  uncertain  whether  any  charge  on  any  rates  outside  the  London  county  boundary  would  be  conferred  by 
the  Bill.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  Third  Schedule  refers  to  parts  2  and  4  of  the  Fifth  Schedule,  but  the  Fifth 
Schedule  is  not  divided  into  parts. 

We  do  not  think  that  the  Council  or  any  other  authority  controlling  public  funds  could  assent  to  provisions 
under  which  a  foreign  body  should  have  power  to  issue  a  mortgage  security  having  any  charge  upon  the  rates  under 
their  control. 

It  is  urged  that  the  powers  of  the  London  School  Board  are  a  precedent  and  authority  for  what  is  proposed. 
But  the  principle  proposed  by  the  Bill  is  not  the  same  as  that  enacted  for  the  purposes  of  that  Board,  and  even 
were  it  of  precisely  the  same  character,  it  is  eminently  undesirable  that  yet  another  distinct  body  should  be 
constituted  with  power  to  mortgage  the  rates,  and  empowered  to  carry  on  a  vast  enterprise  of  a  commercial 
character  by  means  of  capital  borrowed  without  limit,  and  to  charge  the  money  so  borrowed  on  rates  exigible  for 
a  different  purpose  and  by  different  authorities. 

This  scheme  is  such  as,  even  if  it  were  allowed,  would  constitute  an  unsatisfactory  security  for  the  proposed 
stock.  It  will  indeed  be  seen  that  the  possibility  of  difficulty  in  obtaining  contributions  out  of  the  local  rates  has 
not  altogether  escaped  the  promoters,  as  it  is  proposed  by  Clause  21,  paragraph  6,  to  give  the  Water  Trust  power 
to  appoint  an  officer  to  collect  rates  to  pay  their  precepts.  If  we  are  right  in  believing  this  proposition  to  involve 
such  inconvenience  as  to  be  probably  inadmissible,  it  follows  that  the  only  security  for  the  money  proposed  to  be 
advanced  will  be  the  "  water  revenue."  If  this  financial  scheme  be  compared  with  the  alternative  of  exchanging 
the  water  stocks  for  Metropolitan  Consolidation  Stock  in  proportion  to  their  real  value,  the  difference  will  be 
apparent.  Financial  authorities  will  estimate  the  relative  value  of  the  two  securities,  but  probably  the  smallest 
differem  e  which  oould  he  attributed  to  them  would  be  some  ^  per  cent.  :  it  would  appear  that,  assuming  a  capital 
of  20,000,000/.,  there  might  be  a  loss  of  50,000/.  a  year  involved  in  the  scheme  now  under  consideration  and  so  in 
proportion  to  the  sum  required. 
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Summary  of  Ohjectionn  to  the.  Vexlri/  Bill. 

It  occurs  to  us  to  summarise  the  main  objections  to  this  Bill  as  follows  : —  ^. 

1.  Multiplication  and  confusion  of  jurisdiction  ; 

2.  Unsatisfactory  and  extravagant  finance  ; 

3.  Interference  with  principles  of  rating  and  delegation  to  another  body  of  a  power  to  mortgage  the 
rates  ; 

4.  Delegation  to  arbitrators  of  principles  which  should  be  determined  by  Parliament  ; 

5.  Delegation  to  arbitrators  of  too  wide  and  vague  powers  ; 

6.  Unsatisfactory  character  of  arbitration  tribunal  ; 

7.  No  direction  to  the  arbitrators,  except  such  as  will  enhance  price  ; 

8.  The  establishment  of  a  new  body  to  carry  out  this  enormous  transaction  with  the  Water  Companies  ; 

9.  Enablino-  the  vendors  with  all  their  accumulated  experienca,  knowledge,  and  official  strength,  to  deal 
with  purchasers  entirely  inexperienced  and  devoid  of  information  or  the  sources  of  information  essential  to 
success. 

Doubts  whether  a  Commission  or  Trust  would  he  much  hnprovement  on  tlie  Comixinies. 

It  is  at  best  doubtful  whether  the  substitution  of  any  Commission  foreign  to  the  Council  for  the  companies 
would  not  have  other  disadvantages.  The  Council  has  now  the  power  to  criticise  and  oppose  on  petition,  if 
necessary,  Bills  introduced  by  the  water  companies  and  to  suggest  legislation  as  to  the  supply  of  water  and  subjects 
incident  thereto.  But  it  could  hardly  do  this  in  the  case  of  Bills  introduced  by  a  Commission  or  a  system  of  supply 
adopted  by  a  Commission. 

The  Council  as  representing  the  inhabitants  and  ratepayers  has  many  questions  to  consider  and  deal  with. 
Among  them  are  : — 

1.  The  ef&ciency  of  the  works  for  existing  and  future  requirements  ; 

2.  The  price  charged  ; 

3.  The  method  of  supply  ; 

4.  The  interference  with  streets. 

5.  The  destination  of  surplus  profits  arising  from  the  water  supply,  all  of  which  might  involve  as  constant 
conflict  between  the  Council  and  the  Commission,  as  between  the  Council  and  the  companies. 

The  sole  interest  of  a  Commission,  like  that  of  the  companies,  would  be  to  show  a  margin  of  income  over 
expenditure.  Any  such  margin  would  probably  be  applicable  in  reduction  of  charges  for  water  supplied.  It  is  so 
expressly  provided  by  the  Metropolis  Water  Bill  (subject  to  a  provision  as  to  the  equalisation  of  water  rents  and  all 
charges  incidental  thereto  throughout  the  metropolitan  water  area).  In  short,  the  Commission  would  be 
representing  the  consumers  of  water  tiiroughout  the  whole  area  of  supply,  whose  interests  are  by  no  means  identical 
with  those  of  the  metropolitan  ratepayers,  who  might  nevertheless  be  compelled  to  keep  the  Commission  going  by 
making  up  any  deficiency  in  income.  The  Commission  would  not  be  the  rating  authority,  it  would  not  be  charged 
with  sanitary  duties  or  the  supervision  of  public  health,  and  it  is  conceivable  that  it  might  adopt,  or  seek  to  adopt, 
some  system  of  charge  or  supply  which  would  bring  it  into  immediate  conflict  with  the  Council  in  its  natural  policy 
of  securing  for  the  poorer  classes  as  large  a  supply  of  water  with  as  little  charge  to  them  as  practicable. 

Second  Main  Question  Discussed. 

This  leads  us  to  the  second  main  question  above  proposed,  viz.,  should  the  power  of  dealing  with  the  London 
water  supply  be  now  entrusted  to  the  Council  ? 

The  Council  has  already  taken  two  important  steps  in  this  matter.  It  is  inquiriiig,  under  powers  given  by  an 
Act  of  last  year,  into  the  question  of  fresh  sources  of  supply,  and  it  has  petitioned  the  Government  to  institute 
an  independent  and  authoritaiive  inquiry  on  this  all-important  question. 

Observations  on  the  Value  of  Existing  W orks. 

Every  step  in  the  investigation  reveals  the  importance  of  caution  in  regard  to  the  question  of  taking  over  the 
existing  works  and  the  terms  on  which  they  should  be  taken. 

It  is  suggested  that  water  of  the  River  Lea  has  been  practically  drained  by  the  Water  Companies  to  such  an 
extent  as  seriously  to  endanger  the  sanitary  condition  of  Tottenham,  Hackney,  Poplar,  ard  other  places  in  the 
East  End  of  London  ;  and,  because  sufficient  water  has  not  been  left  to  wash  down  the  impurities  discharged  into 
the  channel,  the  Council  is  being  pressed  to  undertake  heavy  liabilities  to  aid  Tottenham  and  other  places  beyond 
the  county  boundary  in  the  matter  of  drainage. 

It  is  said  that  an  undue  quantity  of  the  water  of  the  River  Thames  has  been  abstracted  and  that  the 
contamination  of  the  river  has  not  been  adequately  prevented,  nor  any  provision  made  for  compensation  water. 
Even  if  all  these  evils  do  not  rest  in  full  force  now,  it  is  obvious  from  the  facts  stated  in  the  Engineers'  Report 
that  the  necessity  for  new  sources  of  supply  will  very  soon  be  imminent. 

It  is  a  matter  of  notoriety  that  the  water  of  a  river  like  the  Thames,  passing  great  and  increasing  populations, 
and  itself  the  residence  in  the  hottest  months  of  no  small  population  in  house  boats,  must  be  more  or  less  polluted 
with  sewage,  excrementitious  matter,  and  vegetable  and  animal  refuse  ;  and  it  is  a  necessary  subject  for  investigation 
how  far  a  water  in  which  these  ingredients  prevail  can  be  safely  relied  upon  in  the  future  as  the  only  potable  water 
accessible  to  the  greater  part  of  London. 

It  appears  from  more  or  less  authoritative  reports  that  the  Thames  water  as  supplied  to  London  is  in  certain 
circumstances  responsible  for  the  spread  of  disease  ;  that  it  is  at  least  occasionally  coloured,  turbid,  and  inefficiently 
filtered,  and  tbs  extent  to  which  the  works  of  particular  companies  are  in  this  respect  defective  may  have  an 
important  bearing  on  the  expediency  of  purchasing  them. 

It  follows  that  if  the  Council  takes  up  the  water  supply,  a  demand  for  a  new  and  purer  water  supply  is  sure  to 
arise,  and  the  Council  may  be  forced  into  a  very  large  expenditure  on  a  new  scheme. 
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APPENDIX  TO  REPORT  FROM  SELECT  COMMITTEE 


Statistics  of  other  Tovms. 

The  Parliamentary  agent  has  obtained  for  us  information  from  most  of  the  principal  corporations  of  the 
kingdom  who  are  supplying  water,  showing  in  tabular  form — 

The  area  and  population  within  their  municipal  limits  ; 

The  area  and  population  supplied  by  them  without  their  municipal  limits  : 

The  cost  of  the  waterwoiks  ; 

The  rates  charged  ;  and 

The  system  of  supply  adopted  in  the  area  outside  the  municipal  limits. 

From  the  information  thus  obtained  it  would  appear  that  if  the  water  companies  were  to  obtain  in  payment 
of  their  undertakings  anything  like  the  figure  which  they  are  understood  to  ask,  and  which  was  suggested  by 
Mr.  Smith's  agreements,  the  Council  would  start  with  old  waterworks  costing  per  head  of  population  supplied  a 
considerably  larger  sum  than  any  of  the  other  great  waterworks  of  the  country.  Should  it  be  proved  that  a  new 
and  independent  supply,  or  new  works  or  even  extensive  improvements  and  modifications  of  existing  works  had  to 
be  undertaken,  of  course,  this  sum  would  be  largely  increased.  It  must,  however,  be  remembered  that  whereas 
many  of  these  are  gravitation  works,  a  great  part  of  the  London  water  supply  is  derived  from  pumping  ;  and 
further,  that  the  northern  towns  have  been  subjected  to  considerable  expenditure  in  respect  of  compensation  water 
which  the  metropolitan  companies  have  escaped,  and  consequently  the  accounts  of  the  provisional  corporations  and 
the  metropolitan  companies  require  some  adjustment  before  accurate  comparison  can  be  obtained. 

Regarded  by  other  tests,  such  as  the  capital  cost  per  million  gallons  of  water  supplied,  the  London  Waterworks 
bought  at  the  companies'  valuation  would  be  a  most  costly  purchase. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  great  caution  is-  desirable  in  dealing  with  the  matter,  and  that  the  Council  should 
only  purchase  the  undertakings  of  the  water  companies  on  principles  directly  indicated  and  laid  down  by  Parliament 
previously  to  entering  into  any  reference. 


^1  new  Supply  cheaper  than  purchasing  on  Companies^  Terms. 

It  is  abundantly  clear  that  the  Water  Companies  have  no  statutory  monopoly  of  the  supply  of  water,  that  a 
supply  amply  sufficient  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  community  could  be  introduced  from  an  entirely  independent 
source  at  a  cost  of  about  one-half  of  the  price  demanded  by  the  Water  Companies,  and  that  the  introduction  of 
such  supply  is  subject  to  the  authority  of  Parliament. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  our  predecessors,  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  as  long  ago  as  1878,  thought 
such  a  proposal  desirable,  when  they  introduced  a  Bill  to  authorise  a  supply  of  potable  water  from  the  chalk  hills, 
while  the  following  passage  (passed  unanimously)  from  the  report  of  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee  deserves 
to  be  most  carefully  borne  in  mind. 


Indications  of  Parliamentary  Policy. 

"  Your  Committee  must  observe  that  if  the  contention  of  the  companies  is  well  founded,  the  population  of  the 
metropolis  and  its  suburbs,  amounting  to  four  millions  of  people,  would  be  left  at  the  mercy  of  certain  trading 
companies,  armed  with  the  power  of  raising  the  price  of  one  of  the  first  necessities  of  life  to  an  extent,  practically, 
without  any  limit  ;  a  situation  from  which  the  companies  seem  to  consider  there  is  no  escape,  except  in  the  purchase 
of  their  undertakings  at  ^uch  a  price  as  they  may  be  willing  to  accept.  If  that  were  the  oidy  remedy,  the 
consequence  to  the  consumer  of  the  improvident  legislation  of  the  past  would  be  indeed  intolerable.  But 
Parliament  is  not  unequal  to  redress  such  mischiefs  to  the  public  interests." 

The  more  fully  the  agreements  of  1880  are  considered  the  more  improvident  they  appear,  and  care  must  be 
taken  that  in  any  arbitration  these  agreements  should  in  no  way  be  allowed  to  prejudice  the  question. 


Provisions  of  Vestry  Bill  as  to  Tratisfer  to  Council. 

The  Bill  of  the  Vestries  contains,  it  should  be  observed,  clauses  giving  the  London  County  Council  power,  in 
the  months  of  November  and  December  1891,  to  take  upon  themselves  the  powers  and  duties  intrusted  by  the 
earlier  part  of  the  Bill  to  the  proposed  Water  Trust.  But  these  clauses  do  not  fit  on  to  the  rest  of  the  Bill,  and 
may  at  any  time  be  omitted,  and  even  if  they  were  passed  as  they  stand  they  would  place  the  Council  in  a  most 
unsatisfactory  position.  The  Council  then  newly  elected  would  have  to  decide  with  very  short  notice  whether  to 
undertake  the  duties  or  not.  If  it  refused  it  would  be  open  to  a  charge  of  abdicating  its  functions.  If  it  accepted 
it  would  be  accepting  the  invidious  function  of  purc  hasing  from  the  companies  on  terms  which  are,  as  above 
shown,  most  unfavourable  to  the  consumers.  That  the  Council  will  have  to  acquire  such  part  of  the  property  of 
the  companies  as  is  valuable  and  efficient  we  do  not  doubt.  But  it  must  be  on  proper  terras,  not  on  such  an 
arbitration  as  is  provided  for  by  this  Bill.  It  must  be  a  purchase  founded  on  the  real  value  of  the  property,  not  on 
dividends  or  on  market  values  which  largely  depend  on  dividends 

If  there  is  to  be  arbitration,  any  arbitrator  assessing  the  price  should  be  bound  to  consider,  not  the  existing 
market  value  of  the  companies'  stock  or  dividends  paid  by  them,  but  the  actual  intrinsic  value  at  the  present  time 
to  the  inhabitants  of  London  of  the  series  of  waterworks  which  they  are  asked  to  purchase. 

It  would  seem  not  unfair  that  he  should  consider  (and  not  exceed)  the  cost  which  a  totally  new  and 
satisfactory  source  of  supply  might  be  expected  to  involve,  and  he  should  consider  the  value  of  potable  water 
drawn  from  the  existing  sources  under  existing  statutory  and  sanitary  conditions,  as  compared  with  the  value  of 
water  which  might  be  obtained  from  purer  and  more  abundant  sources. 

It  may  be  added  that  in  the  case  of  some  of  the  companies,  the  New  River  Company  more  especially,  the 
property  includes  a  large  extent  of  landed  estate  with  houses  thereon,  the  acquisition  of  which  by  the  Council  is 
not  in  any  degree  essential.  There  are,  however,  some  properties  now  occupied  as  reservoirs  or  otherwise  which  it 
would  probably  be  necessary  to  acquire  in  the  first  instance  if  the  purchase  were  carried  out,  and  it  would  be 
necessary  for  the  Council  to  obtain  powers  to  deal  with  these  by  sale  or  leasing,  should  the  consolidation  of  works 
admit  of  their  being  dispensed  with. 

We  have  prepared  a  short  Bill  seeking  powers  for  the  Council  to  introduce  into  Parliament  Bills  dealing  with 
the  water  question.  Leave  can  bo  at  once  obtained  to  introduce  this  Bill  if  the  Council  is  prepared  to  support  it, 
and  having  regard  to  the  fact  that  the  other  Bills  are  pending  and  will,  having  been  read  a  second  time,  be  referred 
to  a  Committee,  practically  no  additional  cost  will  be  involved  by  this  course,  as  the  Council  must  be  represented 
before  the  Committee  in  any  case. 

We  have  already  reported  on  the  Southwark  and  Yauxhall  Water  Bill  and  Croydon  Water  Bill. 

The  London  Water  (Meter)  Bill  and  the  Metropolitan  Water  Companies'  (Charges)  Bill  involve  special 
considerations  which  are  now  receiving  our  attention. 

The 
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The  ultimate  conclusions  at  which  we  have  arrived  and  which  we  recommend  for  adoption,  are  as  follows  :— 

1.  That  the  opposition  to  the  London  Water  Commission  Bill  be  continued,  and  that  the  Metropolis 
Water  Supply  Bill  be  opposed. 

2.  That  in  the  event  of  these  Bills  being  referred  to  a  Select  Coillmittee,  we  should  be  instructed  to 
intimate  to  the  Committee  on  behalf  of  the  Council  that  this  Council  approves  the  principles  indicated  in 
this  report,  acd  is  prepared  to  undertake  the  question  of  the  water  supply  of  London,  subject  to  the 
following  conditions  : — 

That  powers  should  be  conferred  on  this  Council  for  the  introduction  into  Parliament  of  Bills 
dealing  with  the  water  question,  including  the  establishment  of  a  new  supply,  and  the  improvement  of 
the  existing  supplies,  should  further  investigation  prove  such  a  course  to  be  desirable,  and  that  the 
Chairman  of  the  Council  be  requested  to  introduce  into  Parliament  a  public  Bill  with  this  object, 
with  the  view  of  its  being  referred  to  the  same  Committee  as  the  several  pending  Water  Bills. 

3.  That  copies  of  this  report  be  sent  by  the  clerk  of  the  Council  to  each  vestry  and  district  board  in  the 
metropolis  in  sufficient  numbers  for  distribution. 

Charles  Harrison,  Chairman. 


Tuesday,  \Uh  July  1891. 


MEMBERS  PRESENT  ; 


Mr.  Lawson. 

Mr.  Rowntree. 

Mr.  Thomas  Henry  Bolton. 

Mr.  Bristowe. 


Mr.  Murdoch. 
Sir  Henry  Roscoe. 
Mr.  J.  W.  Lowther. 
Sir  Algernon  Borthwick. 


Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley,  in  the  Chair. 


Your  Committee  have  proceeded  upon  the  assumption  that  in  the  opinion  of  Parliament  it  is  desirable  to 
establish  a  single  public  representative  water  authority  for  the  metropolis.  Upon  this  question  of  policy, 
therefore,  they  have  taken  no  evidence  and  expressed  no  judgment. 

2.  The  Royal  Commission,  presided  over  by  the  Duke  of  Richmond,  reported  in  1869  "  That  the  future 
control  of  the  water  supply  should  be  entrusted  to  a  responsible  public  body,  with  powers  conferred  on  them  for 
purchase  and  extension  of  existing  works,  and  for  levying  certain  rates  referred  to."  And  the  Select  Committee,  of 
which  Sir  W.  V.  Harcourt  was  chairman,  and  which  examined  into  the  provisional  agreements  for  purchase 
contained  in  the  Government  Bill  of  1880,  reported  "  That  it  is  expedient  that  the  supply  of  water  to  the 
metropolis  should  be  placed  under  the  control  of  some  public  body,  which  shall  represent  the  interests  and 
command  the  confidence  of  the  water  consumers." 

3.  Since  these  reports  much  valuable  experience  has  been  gained  of  the  growth  of  population,  and  of  the 
undertakings  of  the  water  companies  and  the  demands  upon  them.  Parliament  also,  since  1886,  has  adopted  the 
policy  of  enforcing  more  stringent  provisions  iu  the  case  of  the  issue  of  any  fresh  capital.  An  important  inquiry 
into  the  whole  matter,  too,  has  recently  been  held  by  the  Corporation  of  the  City  of  London  ;  and  it  is  evident 
that  there  is  much  fresh  light  for  the  consideration  of  the  question  from  every  point  of  view.  Your  Committee, 
therefore,  consider  it  to  be  most  desirable  that  the  problem  should  be  carefully  and  deliberately  examined  by  the 
newly-constituted  municipal  authority,  the  London  County  Council,  in  the  interests  of  the  water  consumers  of  the 
metropolis. 

4.  The  London  County  Council  were,  in  the  Session  of  1890,  entrusted  with  powers  to  initiate  negotiations 
with  the  water  companies,  and  to  incur  certain  limited  expenditure  in  preliminary  inquiries,  but  those  inquiries  are 
necessarily  as  yet  incoinplete. 

5.  Your  Committee  recommended — 

(i.)  That  powers  should  be  granted  to  the  London  County  Council  to  expend  such  further  sums  as  may 
be  reasonably  necessary,  in  order  that  they  may  examine  thoroughly  for  themselves,  as  the  responsible 
municipal  authority  of  London,  the  whole  position  of  the  metropolitan  water  supply,  and  come  to  a 
conclusion  as  to  the  policy  which,  for  financial  and  other  reasons,  it  is  desirable  to  adopt. 

(ii.)  That,  if  they  should  so  resolve,  they  should  have  power  to  promote  a  Bill  or  Bills  in  Parliament 
for  the  purpose  of  constituting  themselves  the  responsible  water  authority  for  London,  acting  through  a 
statutory  committee,  appointed  either  wholly  by  themselves,  or  partly  in  conjunction  with  the  City  of 
London,  as  was  suggested  to  your  Committee  on  behalf  of  both  bodies.  Such  statutory  committee  to 
comprise  a  certain  number  of  members  possessing  special  knowledge  and  qualifications,  not  necessarily 
members  of  the  body  or  bodies  appointing. 

(iii.)  That  if  so  constituted  the  water  authority,  they  should  be  required  to  purchase,  either  alone  or  in 
conjunction  with  such  of  the  authorities  of  the  outside  areas  as  may  be  arranged,  the  undertakings  of  the 
eight  water  companies  (except  possibly  certain  lands  of  the  New  River  Company)  by  agreement  or,  failing 
agreement,  by  arbitration,  within  a  fixed  period. 

(iv.)  That  the  new  water  authority  should  take  over  the  duties  and  obligations  which  the  present  water 
companies  now  have  towards  the  consumers  of  water  in  the  districts  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  county 
of  London,  but  within  the  limits  of  supply  of  the  present  companies. 

(v.)  That,  in  the  event  of  purchase  by  the  new  authority,  power  should  be  given  to  that  authority,  and 
to  the  new  authorities  of  the  outside  districts,  to  negotiate  for  the  purchase  of  the  latter  (a)  of  so  much  of 
the  works  of  distribution  as  is  appropriated  to  the  district  of  such  local  authority,  and  of  the  right  to  a 
supply  of  water  in  bulk  from  the  new  authority  ;  or  (h)  possibly  of  some  of  the  sources  of  supply  which, 
with  their  works  of  distribution,  it  might  be  found  practicable  and  advantageous  to  sever  from  the  general 
scheme. 
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6.  In  the  event  of  the  undertakings  of  the  companies  not  being  acquired  by  purchase,  the  Committee 
recommend  that  there  should  be  a  Parliamentary  inquiry,  before  which  the  interests  of  the  whole  of  the  consumers 
within  the  area  of  the  present  metropolitan  water  supply  ought  to  be  represented,  into  the  statutory  powers  and 
obligations  of  the  water  companies,  and  the  control  which  is  now  exercised  by  public  departments  and  the 
metropolitan  and  other  authorities  over  them.  In  the  Appendix  to  Minutes  of  Evidence  will  be  found  a 
memorandum  setting  out  the  existing  conditions,  but  it  it  might  possibly  be  found  advantageous  to  make  the 

,-obligations  and  the  control  more  complete. 

7.  Your  Committee  found  it  impossible,  within  the  limits  of  the  time  at  their  disposal,  to  conduct  satisfactorily 
any  examination  into  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the  London  water  supply.  But,  apart  from  that  consideration, 
they  are  of  opinion  that  these  questions  will  naturally  form  a  part  of  the  complete  inquiry  which  it  will  be  the  duty  of 

■  the  London  County  Council  to  conduct,  with  the  assistance  -  of  the  professional  advice  which,  as  your  Committee 
.  have  recommended,  should  be  at  their  disposal. 

8.  Although  your  Committee  have  not  been  able,  for  the  same  reason,  io  examine  into  any  of  the  cases 
sought  to  be  established  before  them,  for  the  protection  of  their  separate  interests,  by  the  various  local  authorities 
of  the  areas  in  which  are  contained  the  present  sources  of  supply,  they  have  received  sufficient  indication  that  there 
exist  complaints,  founded  or  unfounded,  that  those  sources  are  in  some  quarters  being  evenalready  overtaxed. 
Your  Committee  do  not  see  their  way  to  recommending  any  practical  method  for  the  efiPective  association  of  anv  of 
these  authorities  with  the  inquiry,  for  which  the  London  County  Council  must  be  responsible.  But  they  are  of 
opinion  that  in  any  such  inquiry  regard  must  be  had,  on  the  one  hand,  to  the  statutory  rights  of  the  present  water 
companies,  and,  on  the  other,  to  the  legitimate  wants  and  necessities  of  the  inhabitants  of  those  areas.  It  must 
remain  with  Parliament  ultimately  to  decide  upon  the  merits  of  any  scheme  submitted. 

9.  As  it  is  evident  that  the  necessity  of  an  additional  supply  of  water  for  London  and  the  surrounding  districts 
may  ultimately  be  established,  and  as  the  possible  fresh  areas  of  supply  are  limited,  and  are  already  being  drained 
for  other  large  communities,  your  Committee  think  that  Parliament  may  well  consider,  before  granting  any  powers 
for  further  encroachment  upon  those  areas,  how  far  provision  ought  fairly  to  be  made  for  the  possible  requirements 
alike  of  the  metropolis  and  of  the  other  large  populations  upon  the  lines  of  supply. 

10.  Of  the  two  Bills  before  your  Committee  for  the  constitution  of  a  new  water  authority,  neither  appeared 
to  them  calculated  to  effect  a  satisfactory  solution  of  the  problem,  but  your  Committee  desire  to  place  upon  record 
their  opinion  that  both  those  Bills  were  carefully  considered  and  promoted  in  the  public  interest,  and  to  considerable 
public  advantage. 


Draft  Report,  read  a  second  time,  paragraph  by  paragraph. 
Paragraphs  1,  2,  amended  and  agreed  to. 
Paragraphs  3,  4,  agreed  to. 

Paragraph  5,  Amendments  made.— Another  Amendment  proposed  at  the  end  of  the  paragraph  to  add  the 
following  Sub-section  6  :  "  That  those  local  authorities,  which  like  Croydon,  Richmond,  and  Tottenham,  are 
situated  within  the  metropolitan  water  area,  but  have  their  own  independent  water  supply,  should,  in  the  event  of 
the  purchase  of  the  water  companies  by  the  new  water  authority,  be.  guaranteed  in  the  exercise  of  their  present 
rights" — (Mr.  /.  W.  Lowther). — Question,  That  thc' proposed  Sub-section •  6  be  added  tothe  paragraph,— put  and 
agreed  to. 

Paragraph  6,  amended,  and  agreed  to. 
t  . :   Paragraph  7.  agreed  to. 

Paragraph  8,  Amendment  made. — Another  Amendment  proposed,  in  line  5,  after  the  word  "  overtaxed,"  to  leave 
out  from  the  words  "Your  Committee"  to  the  end  of  the  paragraph,  in  order  to  insert  the  words  "  With  a  view 
to  consider  this  question,  your  Committee  recommended  that  a  Royal  Commission,  composed  of  specially  qualified 
scientific  members,  should  be  appointed  to  consider  how  far,  if  at  all,  the  supply  at  present  derived  from  the  Thames 
and  Lea,  and  the  springs  and  wells  in  the  metropolitan  water  area,  should  be  limited  or  extended  " — (Mr.  J.  Lowther'). 
—Question  put,  That  the  words  proposed  to  be  left  oiit,  stand  part  of  the  paragraph. — The  Committee  divided  : 


Draft. 


Ayes,  4. 


Noes,  3. 


Mr.  Thomas  Henry  Bolton. 
Sir  Algernon  Borthwick. 
Mr.  Bristowe. 
Mr.  Lawson. 


Mr.  J.  W.  Lowther. 
Mr.  Rowntree. 
Sir  Henry  Roscoe. 


Paragraphs  9,  10,  amended,  and  agreed  to. 

Question,  That  this  Report  as  amended,  be  the  Report  of  the  Committee  to  the  House, — put,  and  agreed  to. 
Ordered,  To  Report,  together  with  the  Minutes  of  Evidence  and  Appendix. 


OK  THE  LAMBETH  WATER  (TRANSFER)  BILL. 


317 


APPENDIX,  No.  2. 

Appendices  A.,  B.,  and  C.   PAPER  handed  in  by  Mr.  Henry  Lawrence  Cripps,  24  May  1895. 
The  Eight  Honourable  David  Plunket,  in  the  Chair. 

--Jo  -rr  'v'^  APPENDIX  A. 

This  Notice  should  be  preserved  and  produced  at  the  time  of  Payment. 

Dist.    No.  6  25  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Company, 

Fol.       Book  H.  Southwark  Bridge-road,  London,  S.E. 


Particulars  of  whole  Rate  for  the  Year. 


£. 

s.  d. 

Five  per  cent,  on  rateable  value,  46Z.  - 

2 

6  - 

6  - 

One  high  service  10  feet  above  roadway 

4  - 

Garden  watering        .      .      -      .  - 

Stalls  

Carriages  -  

Charge  engine  ------ 

10  - 

Total  for  the  Year   -   -    -  £ . 

3 

6  - 

£.  s.  d. 

Apphcation  is  made  for       Quarters'  Rent 

in  arrear  up  to  Midsummer  1894       -       -  — 

Two  Quarters'  Water  Kent  from  Midsummer 
1894  to  Christmas  1894,  due  at  Michaelmas 
1894  --------    1  13  - 


£. 


Mr.  F.  Budge,  Receiver. 

Will  attend  at  the  Office  in  Southwark  Bridge-road,  on 
Fridays  only,  from  9-30  till  4-30,  or  it  can  be  paid  at 
2,  Studley-road,  Clapham-road,  S.W. 
On  Thursdays  only,  from  1  till  4. 

Where  Cheques  and  Post  Office  Orders  may  be  sent, 
crossed  "  London  and  Westminster  Bank." 

For  receipts  required  to  be  sent  a  postage  stamp 
must  be  forwarded. 

Printed  receipts  issued  by  the  Company  will  alone  be 
recognised. 


10  Victoria,  c.  17. 

Section  55. — That  every  person  supplied  with  water  by  the  Company,  who  shall  suffer  any  such  cistern,  pipe, 
ball,  or  stop-cock  to  be  out  of  repair,  so  that  the  water  supplied  to  him  by  the  Company  shall  be  wasted,  shall 
forfeit  to  the  Company  for  every  such  ofEence  a  sum  not  exceeding  bl. 

Section  70. — The  rates  shall  be  paid  in  advance  by  equal  quarterly  payments  in  England  or  Ireland  at 
Christmas  Day,  Lady  Day,  Midsummer  Day,  and  Michaelmas  Day,  and  in  Scotland  at  Martinmas,  Candlemas, 
Whitsuntide,  and  Lammas  ;  and  the  first  payment  shall  be  made  at  the  time  when  the  pipe  by  which  the  water  is 
supplied  is  made  to  communicate  with  the  pipes  of  tlie  undertakers,  or  at  the  time  when  the  agreement  to  take 
water  from  the  undertakers  is  made. 

Section  71. — The  occupier  of  any  dwelling-house  or  part  of  a  dwelling-house  liable  to  the  payment  of  any 
water  rate,  who  shall  give  notice  of  his  intention  to  discontinue  the  use  of  the  water  supplied  by  the  undertakers, 
or  who  shall  remove  from  his  dwelling  between  any  two  quarterly  days  of  payment,  shall  pay  the  water  rate  in 
respect  of  such  dwelling-house,  or  part  of  a  dwelling-house,  for  the  quarter  ending  on  the  quarterly  day  of 
payment  next  after  his  quitting  the  same  or  giving  such  notice. 

Section  74. — If  any  person  supplied  with  water  by  the  undertakers,  or  liable  as  herein  or  in  the  special  Act 
provided,  to  pay  the  water  rate,  neglect  to  pay  such  water  rate  at  any  of  the  said  times  of  payment  thereof,  the 
undertakers  may  stop  the  water  from  flowing  into  the  premises  in  respect  of  which  such  rate  is  payable,  by 
cutting  ofE  the  pipe  to  such  premises,  or  by  such  means  as  the  undertakers  shall  think  fit,  and  may  recover  the 
rate  due  from  such  person,  if  less  than  twenty  pounds,  with  the  expenses  of  cutting  ofE  the  water  and  costs  of 
recovering  the  rate,  in  the  same  manner  as  any  damages  for  the  recovery  of  which  no  special  provision  is  made, 
are  recoverable  by  this  or  the  special  Act ;  or  if  the  rate  so  due  amount  to  twenty  pounds  or  upwards,  the 
undertakers  may  recover  the  same,  with  the  expenses  of  cutting  off  the  water,  by  action  in  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction. 

15  &  16  Victoria,  c.  158. 

Section  55. — That  a  supply  of  water  for  domestic  purposes  shall  not  include  a  supply  of  water  for  steam 
engines  or  railway  purposes,  or  for  warming  or  ventilating  purposes,  or  for  working  any  machine  or  apparatus,  or 
for  baths,  horses,  cattle,  or  for  washing  carriages,  or  for  gardens,  fountains,  or  ornamental  purposes,  or  for 
flushing  sewers  or  drains,  or  for  any  trade  or  manufacture,  or  business  requiring  an  extra  supply  of  water. 

Section  58. — That  the  owners  of  all  houses,  or  parts  of  houses  occupied  as  separate  tenements,  not  respectively 
exceeding  the  annual  value  of  twenty  pounds,  shall  during  such  time  as  the  same  shall  be  supplied  with  water  by 
the  Company,  be  liable  to  the  payment  of  rates  chargeable  in  respect  thereof  under  the  authority  of  this  Act, 
Instead  of  the  occupiers  thereof  ;  and  the  person  receiving  the  rents  of  any  such  house  or  tenement  from  the 
occupier  thereof,  on  his  own  account,  or  as  agent  or  receiver  for  any  person  interested  therein  shall  be  deemed  th  i 
owner  of  such  house  or  tenement. 
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Appendix  B. 


Form  I. 

Form  used  for  First  Application. 
This  Notice  to  be  sent  with  Remittance. 

Lambeth  Waterworks  Company. 

By  the  Water  Rate  Definition  Act,  1885,  water  rates  are  now  payable  upon  the  rateable  value  instead  of  upon 
the  annual  value,  by  which,  in  accordance  with  the  Company's  Acts,  they  had  been  theretofore  fixed,  in  the 
Metropolitan  area,  which  embraces  the  following  parishes  in  the  Company's  district : — 


Battersea. 
Bermondsey. 
Camberwell. 
Christchurch. 


Clapham. 
Lambeth. 
Lewisham. 
Newington. 


St.  George-the- 

Martyr. 
St.  Saviour's. 


Streatham. 

Tooting. 

Wandsworth. 


In  all  other  parishes  the  true  annual  value,  as  laid  down  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  Dobbs  v.  The 
Grand  Junction  Waterworks  Company,  will  be  the  basis  of  charge. 

The  directors  have  caused  the  Company's  statutory  scale  of  charges  to  be  printed  hereunder  for  the- 
inf ormation  of  their  customers,  and  any  communications  thereon  or  upon  any  business  of  the  Company,  addressed 
The  Secretary  and  General  Manager,  Lambeth  Waterworks  Company,  Brixton  Hill,  S.W.,  wiU  receive  due 
attention. 


Application  is  made  to 

Fol. 

Mr.  


in  respect  of  premises. 


Due  at  Michaelmas. 


for  51.  Ss.  9d.,  being  the  amount  of  two  quarters'  water  rent,  from  Midsummer  1893,  to  Christmas  1893. 

To  be  paid  to  Mr.  W.  Anley,  Collector, 

(At  his  Office),  3,  St.  James'-road,  Brixton,  S.W. 

Where  he  attends  on  Fridays  only  from  Ten  to  Three. 

The  collectors  also  attend  at  the  Company's  office,  Brixton  Hill,  on  Saturdays,  from  10  to  1  o'clock. 
Water  rates  being  payable  in  advance,  the  Company  respectfully  request  that  the  above  amount  be  paid  to  the 
collector  on  the  first  application. 

It  is  requested  that  all  cheques,  postal  orders,  and  Post  Office  orders  be  crossed  "  London  and  County  Bank." 

N.B. — A  stamped  directed  envelope  must  be  sent  in  all  cases  where  a  receipt  or  an  answer  is  required  from 
the  collector. 

The  supply  will  be  withdrawn  from  all  houses  on  their  becoming  vacant  (those  farmed  by  the  landlord 
excepted),  unless  the  Company  is  communicated  with  and  half  rate  tendered.  In  the  case  of  new  tenants  a 
quarter's  rate  in  advance  must  accompany  the  application  for  a  supply  of  water. 

All  furnished  houses  are  chargeable  with  the  full  rate.  Farmed  property  must  be  paid  for,  whether 
occupied  or  not. 


The  Lambbth  Water  Works  Act,  1848. 

Section  37.— 

Percentage  on  Annual  Value.  1st  Closet,  ^^^^l^^^^^^' 


£.  20  and  under    -  -  Seven  and  a-half  (7j  per  cent.)  -  -      —  — 

Above  £.  20  to  £.40        -  -  Seven       -       -  (7  per  cent.)  -  -     10«.  -  -  5«. 

„     £.  40  to  £.60       -  -  Six  and  a-half  -  (6|  per  cent.)  -  -     12«.  -  -  6s. 

„     £.  60  to  £.80        -  -  Six    -       -       -  (6  per  cent.)  -  -  \  i  k  t  ctj 

„     £.80  to  £.100      -  -  Five  and  a-half  -  (5i  per  cent.)  -  -  /  "  ' 

„     £.  100  and  upwards  -  Five  -       -       -  (5  per  cent.)  -  -     20s.  -  -  10s. 

Section  39. — "  A  supply  of  water  for  domestic  purposes  shall  not  include  a  supply  of  water  for  baths,  horses^ 
cattle,  or  for  washing  carriages,  or  for  any  trade  or  business  whatever." 
The  charge  for  fixed  baths  is  10s.  per  annum  each. 

There  are  fixed  charges  for  garden  supplies,  which  the  late  Sir  G.  Jessel,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  the  case  of 
Low  V.  Lambeth  Waterworks  Company,  decided  not  to  be  "  domestic  supplies."  These  charges,  as  well  as  those 
for  trade  and  other  supplies,  can  be  ascertained  on  application  at  the  Company's  office. 

Extracts  from  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  1847.    (10  Vict.  c.  17.) 

Section  70. — The  rates  shall  be  paid  in  advance  by  equal  quarterly  payments  in  England  or  Ireland  at 
Christmas  Day,  Lady-Day,  Midsummer  Day,  and  Michaelmas  Day,  and  in  Scotland  at  Martinmas,  Candlemas, 
Whitsuntide,  and  Lammas  ;  and  the  first  payment  shall  be  made  at  the  time  when  the  pipe  by  which  the  water  is 
supplied  is  made  to  communicate  with  the  pipes  of  the  undertakers,  or  at  the  time  when  the  agreement  to  take 
water  from  the  undertakers  is  made. 

Section  71. — The  occupier  of  any  dwelling-house  or  part  of  a  dwelling-house  liable  to  the  payment  of  any 
water  rate,  who  shall  give  notice  of  his  intention  to  discontinue  the  use  of  the  water  supplied  by  the  undertakers, 
or  who  shall  remove  from  his  dwelling  between  any  two  quarterly  days  of  payment,  shall  pay  the  water  rate  in 
respect  of  such  dwelling-house,  or  part  of  a  dwelling-house,  for  the  quarter  ending  on  the  quarterly  day  of  payment 
next,  after  his  quitting  the  same  or  giving  such  notice. 

Section  74. — 
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Section  74. — If  any  person  supplied  with  water  by  the  undertakers,  or  liable  as  herein  or  in  the  special  Act 
provided  to  pay  the  water  rate,  neglect  to  pay  such  water  rate  at  any  of  the  said  times  of  payment  thereof,  the 
undertakers  may  stop  the  water  from  flowing  into  the  premises,  in  respect  of  which  such  rate  is  payable,  by 
cutting  oif  the  pipe  to  such  premises  or  by  such  means  as  the  undertakers  shall  think  fit,  and  may  recover  the 
rate  due  from  such  person,  if  less  than  twenty  pounds,  with  the  expenses  of  cutting  off  the  water,  and  costs  of 
recovering  the  rate  in  the  same  manner  as  any  damages  for  the  recovery  of  which  no  special  provision  is  made,  are 
recoverable  by  this  or  the  special  Act ;  or  if  the  rate  so  due  amount  to  twenty  pounds  or  upwards,  the  undertakers 
may  recover  the  same,  with  the  expenses  of  cutting  off  the  water,  by  action  in  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction. 

Extract  from  Lambeth  Water  Works  Act,  1871.    (34  &  35  Vict.  c.  83.) 

Section  18. — A  notice  to  the  company  for  the  discontinuance  of  a  supply  of  water  shall  not  be  of  any  effect 
unless  it  is  in  writing  and  is  left  at  the  principal  office,  for  the  time  being,  of  the  company. 


Stations  of  the  Company. 

Impounding  reservoirs.  West  Molesey.    Filtration  works,  Ditton.    Pumping  stations,  Ditton  and  Brixton  Hill, 
Reservoirs,  Brixton  Hill  ;  Crown  Hill,  Norwood  ;  Selhurst,  South  Norwood  ;  Streatham  Hill ;  Rock  Hill, 
Sydenham  ;  Coombe  Warren,  Kingston  Hill. 

Town  Inspector  and  Foreman. 
R.  Jones,  66,  Surrey-square,  Old  Kent-road,  S.E. 

District  Foremen. 

A.  Fox,  53,  Rosebery-road,  Clapham  Park. 

W.  Wilcher,  L.  W.  W.  Reservoir,  Rock  Hill,  Sydenham. 

Foreman  of  Turncocks. 
J.  Chester,  L.  W.  W.  Reservoir,  Crown-lane,  Streatham. 

Local  Turncocks. 

W.  Keeping,  10,  Prague-street,  Cornwall-road,  Brixton  Hill. 

R.  Harrington,  40,  Halstead-street,  Brixton. 

J.  Ladd,  86,  Landcroft-road,  East  Dulwich. 

W.  Rice,  15,  Sulina-road,  Brixton  Hill. 

R.  Hunt,  37,  Queen's-road,  Crown  Hill,  Upper  Norwood. 

A.  Byford,  2,  Cranfield-villas,  West  Norwood. 


Local  Assistant  Turncocks. 

G-.  Adams,  39,  Landells-road,  Lordship-lane,  East  Dulwich. 

T.  Burgess,  59,  Palace-square,  Upper  Norwood. 

J.  Carr,  4,  Clarke's-row,  Ingleton-street,  Brixton-road. 

W.  Brace,  5,  Calder-row,  Brixton  Hill. 

W.  Dewdney,  109,  Biggin  Hill,  Upper  Norwood. 


Form  2. 

Form  used  for  Second  Application. 
This  Notice  to  be  sent  with  Remittance. 


Lambeth  Water  Works  Company. 


By  the  Water  Rate  Definition  Act,  1885,  water  rates  are  now  payable  upon  the  rateable  value  instead  of  upon 
the  annual  value  by  which,  in  accordance  with  the  Company's  Acts,  they  had  been  theretofore  fixed,  [in  the  metro- 
politan area,  which  embraces  the  following  parishes  in  the  company's  district  :— 


Battersea. 
Bermondsey. 
Camberwell. 
Christchurch. 


Clapham. 
Lambeth. 
Lewisham. 
Newinsfton. 


St.  George-the- 

Martyr. 
St  Saviour's. 
Streatham. 


Tooting. 
Wandsworth. 


In  all  other  parishes  the  true  annual  value,  as  laid  down  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  Dobbs  v.  The 
Grand  Junction  Water  Works  Company,  will  be  the  basis  of  charge. 

The  directors  have  caused  the  company's  statutory  scale  of  charges  to  be  printed  hereunder  for  the  information 
of  their  customers,  and  any  communications  thereon,  or  upon  any  business  of  the  company  addressed  to  the 
Secretary,  Lambeth  Water  Works  Company,  Brixton  Hill,  S.W.,  will  receive  due  attention. 

Folio  13. 

The  directors  respectfully  remind  Mr.  that  U.  lbs.  became  payable  at  Michaelmas  Day  for 

two  quarters'  water  rate  to  Christmas,  1894,  in  respect  of 

The  collector,  Mr.  W.  H.  Paris,  has  only  authority  to  accept  the  above-mentioned  amount,  which  may  be  paid 
either  at  the  company's  office,  Brixton  Hill,  on  Saturdays  between  10  and  1  o'clock,  or  to  him  (at  his  office),  134, 
Westminster  Bridge  road,  S.E.  (which  is  not  an  office  of  the  company),  on  Mondays  from  11  to  3,  and  Fridays  from 
2  to  4  only. 

384,  S  S  3  A  cheque, 
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A  cheque,  or  postal  or  money  orders,  crossed  "London  and  County  Bank,"  may  be  sent  for  the  above-mentioned 
amount. 

'  A' stamped  directed  envelope  should  be  sent  if  a  receipt  is  required. 
N.B. — This  notice  is  issued,  and  the  above  arrangements  for  receiving  payments  are  made,  without  prejudice 
(in  the  event  of  the  amount  being  disputed)  to  any  right  conferred  on  the  company  by  any  special  or  general  Act 
of  Parliament. 

Special  attention  is  called  to  the  statutory  provisions  with  regard  to  the  payment  of  water  rates,  which  are 
printed  on  the  back  hereof. 

The  supply  will  be  withdrawn  from  all  houses  on  their  becoming  vacant  (those  farmed  by  the  landlord 
excepted)  unless  the  company  is  communicated  with  and  half -rate  tendered.  In  the  case  of  new  tenants  a  quarter's 
rate  in  advance  must  accompany  the  application  for  a  supply  of  water. 

All  furnished  houses  are  chargeable  with  the  full  rate.  Farmed  property  must  be  paid  for,  whether  occupied  ' 
or  not. 


Scale  op  Charges  : 

Percentage  on  Annual  Value.  1st  Closet,  ^^^^gach'^^*^' 


£.20  and  under     -  -  Seven  and  a-half  (7i  per  cent.)  -  -      —  — 

Above  £.20  to  £.40  -       -  -  Seven       -       -  (7  per  cent.)  -  -     10s.  -  -  5s. 

„     £.40  to  £.60  -       -  -  Six  and  a-half   -  (6^  per  cent.)  -  -     12s.  -  -  6s. 

„     £.60  to  £.80  -      -  -  Six    -       -       -  (6  per  cent.)  -  -  \  ik  7  «^ 

„     £.80  to  £.100        -  -  Five  and  a-half  -  (5^  per  cent.)  -  -  /  '  " 

„    £.100  and  upwards  -  -  Five  -       -       -  (5  per  cent.)  -  -     20».  -  -  10s. 

The  above  charges  do  not  include  water  for  fixed  baths  or  gardens,  or  horses,  or  cattle,  or  washingcarr  iages,  or 
any  trade  or  business  ;  but  the  company  supply  water  for  any  of  these  purposes  by  agreement. 

The  company  supply  water  for  a  fixed  bath  at  a  charge  of  2s.  6c?.  per  quarter,  payable  in  advance,  and  forms  of 
application  for  such  a  supply  can  be  obtained  from  the  collectors,  or  at  the  company's  ofi&ce.  The  charges  for  a 
supply  of  water  for  the  other  purposes  which  are  required  to  be  the  subject  of  agreement  can  be  ascertained  on 
application  at  the  company's  office. 


Extracts  from  "Water  "Works  Clauses  Act,  1847.    (10  Vict.  c.  17.) 

Section  70. — The  rates  shall  be  paid  in  advance  by  equal  quarterly  payments  in  England  or  Ireland  at  Christmas 
Day  ,Lady  Day,  Midsummer  Day,  and  Michaelmas  Day,  and  in  Scotland  at  Martinmas,  Candlemas,  "Whitsuntide,  and 
Lammas  ;  and  the  first  payment  shall  be  made  at  the  time  when  the  pipe  by  which  the  water  is  supphed  is  made 
to  communicate  with  the  pipes  of  the  undertakers,  or  at  the  time  when  the  agreement  to  take  water  from  the 
undertakers  is  made. 

Section  71. — The  occupier  of  any  dwelling  house,  or  part  of  a  dwelling  house,  liable  to  the  payment  of  any 
water  rate,  who  shall  give  notice  of  his  intention  to  discontinue  the  use  of  the  water  supplied  by  the  undertakers, 
or  who  shall  remove  from  his  dwelling  between  any  two  quarterly  days  of  payment,  shall  pay  the  water  rate  in 
respect  of  such  dwelling  house,  or  part  of  a  dwelUng  house,  for  the  quarter  ending  on  the  quarterly  day  of  payment 
next  after  his  quitting  the  same  or  giving  such  notice. 

Section  74. — If  any  person  supplied  with  water  by  the"  undertakers,  or  liable  as  herein  or  in  the  special  Act 
provided  to  pay  the  water  rate,  neglect  to  pay  such  water  rate  at  any  of  the  said  times  of  payment  thereof,  the 
undertakers  may  stop  the  water  from  flowing  into  the  premises,  in  respect  of  which  such  rate  is  payable,  by  cutting 
ofi:  the  pipe  to  such  premises,  or  by  such  means  as  the  undertakers  shall  think  fit,  and  may  recover  the  rate  due 
from  such  person,  if  less  than  20/.,  with  the  expenses  of  cutting  off  the  water,  and  costs  of  recovering  the  rate  in  the 
same  manner  as  any  damages  for  the  recovery  of  which  no  special  provision  is  made,  are  recoverable  by  this  or  the 
special  Act ;  or  if  the  rate  so  due  amount  to  20/.  or  upwards,  the  undertakers  may  recover  the  same,  with  the 
expenses  of  cutting  o£E  the  water,  by  action  in  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 


Extract  from  Lambeth  Water  "Works  Act,  1871. 
(34  &  35  Vict.  c.  83.) 

Section  18. — A  notice  to  the  company  for  the  discontinuance  of  a  supply  of  water  shall  not  be  of  any  effect 
unless  it  is  in  writing,  and  is  left  at  the  principal  office  for  the  time  being  of  the  company. 


Stations  of  the  Company. 

Impounding  reservoirs,  "West  Molesey.  Filtration  works,  Surbiton.  Pumping  stations,  Surbiton  and  Brixton  HUl. 

Reservoirs,  Brixton  Hill ;  Streatham  Hill ;  Crown  Hill,  Norwood  ;  Rock  Hill,  Sydenham  ;  Selhurst,  South 
Noi'wood  ;  Coombe  "Warren,  Kingston  Hill. 

Town  Inspector  and  Foreman. 
R.  Jones,  66,  Surrey-square,  Old  Kent-road,  S.B. 

Local  Turncocks. 

S.  Roberts,  15,  Smyrk's-road,  Old  Kent-road,  S.E. 
R.  Harrington,  40,  Halstead-street,  Brixton-road. 
G.  Goodson,  15,  Golden's-place,  Chester-street,  Kennington. 

Local  Assistant  Turncock. 
J.  Oarr,  9,  Ingleton-street,  Brixton. 
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Appendix  C. 


Examples  of  Annual  Chaises  at  Various  Rateable  Values. 


Rateable  Value. 

Lambeth, 

Southwark  and  Vauxhall. 

West  Middlesex, 

Birmingham, 

Glasgow. 

Leicester. 

£;25  House  service 

f!;  --  2W.G.'s 
1  Bath  . 

ii  t     Water  Rate  - 

4'.  d. 

36   -  7  p.<5.  on  R;  V, 

15  - 
10  - 

s.  d. 

26    -  5  p,  c.  on  R.  V, 

s.  d. 

20   -  4  p,  c.  on  R,  V, 
5    -  High  S,  200 ft. above 
T.  H.  W,  M. 

25  - 

s.  d. 
24  - 

4  - 

6  - 

s.  d. 
12  6 

s.  d, 
28  - 

9  - 
8  - 

60  - 

25  - 

22  6 

34  - 

12  6 

45  - 

jE,30  House  service 

2  W.  C.'s 
1  Bath  - 

Water  Rate  • 

42    -  7  p,  c,  on  R,  V, 

15   -  . 
10  - 

30    -  5  p,  c.  on  R.  V, 

24    -  4  p.  c.  on  R.  V. 
6    -  High  S.  300  ft.  above 
T.  H.  W,  M, 

30  - 

3   -  10  p.  c.  rebate. 

32  - 

4  - 
8  - 

15  - 
- 

32  - 

9  - 

8  - 

49  - 

fin 

97 

44  - 

15  - 

£;B0  House  serrtce 

2  W.  C.'s 
.1  Bath  - 

Water  Rate  - 

€5   -  64p,c,onR,V. 

18  - 
10  - 

50    -  5  p.  c.  on  R,  V, 
4    -  High  S,  10  ft,  above 
pavement, 

6  - 
4  - 

40    -  4  p,  c.  on  R.  V, 
4    -  HighS.  10ft.  above 

pavement, 
10    -  High  S.  200  ft.  above 

T.  H.  W.  M, 

6  - 

4  - 

64  - 

6    4  10  p.  c.  rebate. 

50  - 

4  - 
8  - 

25  - 

_ 

48  - 

0 .* 

9  - 

8  - 

90  — 

Ol  — 

62  - 

25  - 

65  - 

£,100  House  service 

3  W.  C.'b 
1  Bath  - 

Water  Rate  - 

110    -  5J  p,  c.  on  R,  V. 

30  - 
10  - 

100   -  5  p.  c.  on  R.  V. 
6   -  High  S.  10  ft.  above 
pavement, 

12  - 
6  - 

80   -  4  p,  c,  on  R,  V. 
6    -  High  S.  10  ft.  above 

pavement. 
20    -  HighS. 200 ft. above 

T.H.W.  M. 

12  - 
6  - 

124  - 
12   4  10  p.  c.  rebate. 

100  - 

8  - 
10  - 

50  - 
- 

82  - 

12  - 
8  - 

l.At'X  — 

111  R 

118  - 

50  - 

102  - 

£.200  House  service 

i  W,  C.'s 
1  Bath  - 

Water  Rate  - 

800   -  5  p,  c,  onR.  V, 

50  - 
10  - 

200   -  5  p.  c.  on  R,  V. 
8   -  High  S,  10ft.  above 
pavement. 

20  - 
8  - 

160    -  4  p,  c,  on  R.  V. 
8   -  High  S.  10  ft.  above 
pavement. 
40    -  High  S.  200  ft.  above 
T,  H.  W.  M, 

.  20  - 
8  - 

236  - 
23    7  10  p,  c,  rebate. 

200  - 

12  - 

10  - 

100  - 
- 

144  - 

15  - 
8  - 

260  — 

91fi 

Zoo  — 

919 

222  - 

100  - 

167  - 

£.202  House  lervice 

4  W.  C.'s 
■    1  Bath  - 

Water  Rate  - 

202  - 
50  - 

10   -  ^ 

202 

10   -  High  S.  10  ft.  above 
pavement. 

25  - 
10  - 

121    %\  3p,  c.  on  R.  V, 
10   -  High  S,  10ft,  above 

pavement, 
40   -  HighS. 200ft. above 

r.H.W,M. 

25  - 
10  - 

206  2i 
20    1\  10  p.  c.  rebate. 

242  5 

12  - 
10  - 

101  - 

120  - 

16  - 
8  - 

262  - 

247  - 

185  7 

264  5 

101  - 

143  - 

384. 
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APPENDIX,  No.  3. 


PAPER^handed  in  by  Mr.  Cripps,  28  May  1895. 


Repokt  of  the  Water  Committee,  1  February  1895. 


Lambeth  Water. 

The  Report  of  the  recent  Royal  Commission  on  the  water  supply  of  the  metropolis  has  now  been  in  the 
hands  of  the  Council  for  more  than  a  year.  We  have  been  engaged  in  considering  this  Report,  together  with 
the  evidence  laid  before  the  Commission  and  the  Appendices  to  the  Report  and  Evidence.  Reports  were  made 
to  the  Council  by  our  instructions  nearly  a  year  ago  by  the  chief  engineer,  the  Parliamentary  agent,  the  medical 
officer,  and  the  chemist  of  the  Council.  These  were  collated  under  our  instructions,  together  with  a  memorandum 
on  the  subject  by  the  Chairman  of  this  Committee,  and  the  documents  with  an  index  were  circulated  to  the 
Council  in  connection  with  our  Report,  which  was  adopted  on  the  27th  of  February  1894.  We  have  ordered 
them  to  be  again  circulated  to  the  Council. 

"  In  that  Report  we  expressed  generally  the  conclusions  which  were  the  result  of  our  preliminary  consideration 
of  the  Royal  Commission.    Subsequent  reports  which  have  been  made  by  us  will  be  found  as  follows : — 

Date  of  Council's  Minutes.  Page. 

29th  May   676 

5th  June   605 

12th  June  -   643 

3rd  July   750 

10th  July  -  773 

17th  July   802 

30th  October  -1,099 

"  Further,  we  held,  under  the  authority  of  the  Council,  a  conference  on  30th  July  with  representatives  of 
various  sanitary  authorities  outside  the  limits  of  the  County  of  London,  but  within  the  Parliamentary  areas 
of  the  water  companies.  At  this  conference,  at  which  there  were  present,  amongst  others,  representatives  of 
the  County  Councils  of  Middlesex,  Surrey,  and  Hertfordshire,  the  policy  of  the  Council  with  respect  to  the 
water  supply  was  discussed,  with  special  reference  to  the  best  arrangements  that  might  be  made  for  the  subsequent 
supply  of  areas  outside  the  Administrative  County  of  London. 

"  We  acknowledge  the  great  importance  to  London  of  the  evidence  collected  by  the  Royal  Commission. 
But  we  do  not  consider  that  the  main  suggestions  of  the  Report  are  likely  to  afEord  a  final  and  satisfactory 
settlement  of  the  London  water  question,  and  we  propose  to  state  some  of  the  reasons  which  lead  us  to  this 
conclusion. 

"  The  reports  and  memorandum  already  mentioned  call  attention  to  the  limited  nature  of  the  reference  to 
the  Royal  Commission.    They  were  to  inquire  : — 

'  Whether,  taking  into  consideration  the  growth  of  the  population  of  the  metropolis  and  the  districts 
within  the  limits  of  the  metropolitan  water  companies,  and  also  the  needs  of  the  localities  not  supplied 
by  any  metropolitan  company,  but  within  the  watersheds  of  the  Thames  and  the  Lea,  the  present  sources 
of  supply  of  these  companies  are  adequate  in  quantity  and  quality,  and,  if  inadequate,  whether  such  supply 
as  may  be  required  can  be  obtained  within  the  watersheds  referred  to,  having  due  regard  to  the  claims  of 
the  districts  outside  the  metropolis,  but  within  those  watersheds,  or  will  have  to  be  obtained  outside  the 
watersheds  of  the  Thames  and  Lea.' 

"  Those  terms  of  reference  practically  limited  the  Commissioners  to  the  question  whether  further  utilisation 
of  the  present  sources  formed  a  possible  solution  of  the  difficulty ;  and  precluded  them  from  going  on  to  inquire 
whether  that  was  the  best  possible  solution. 

"  The  Commission  could  not  and  did  not  inquire  (1)  whether  a  supply  could  be  obtained  outside  the  present 
source  which  would  be  (a)  better  in  quality  than  the  present  supply ;  and  (5)  more  hkely  to  remain  free  from 
deterioration  in  future.  Nor  (2)  whether  such  supply  would  be  more  ample  in  quantity  than  any  that  the 
present  source  could  afEord,  and  so  capable  of  sufl&cing  for  a  longer  period  of  years.  Nor  (3)  as  to  the  relative 
cost  of  the  two  sources.  Nor  (4)  as  to  the  possible  sources  outside,  and  the  probability  of  their  being  occupied 
by  other  towns  if  London  delayed. 

"  The  terms  of  reference  therefore  excluded  the  vital  question  whether,  having  regard  to  the  whole  of 
these  important  considerations,  it  would  be  wiser  to  adhere  to  and  develop  the  existing  sources,  or  to  go  oatside, 
or  to  adopt,  to  some  extent,  a  combination  of  the  two  methods  of  supply. 

"  The  subject  of  the  reference  was  of  such  magnitude  that  it  was  possibly  well  that  the  inquiry  should 
have  been  limited  as  indicated ;  and  those  who  framed  the  reference  to  the  Commission  no  doubt  had  in  view 
that  it  would  rest  with  the  people  of  Loudon  or  their  elected  representatives  to  decide,  having  regard  to  the 
facts  elicited  by  the  Commission,  what  course  should  be  ultimately  taken. 

"  On  the  most  important  subject  referred  to  the  Royal  Commission,  namely,  the  quality  of  the  water  at 
present  supplied  to  London,  the  Report  of  the  Commission  appears  to  us  somewhat  inconsistent. 

"  Paragraph  178  is  as  follows  : — 

'178.  We  are  strongly  of  opinion  that  the  water,  as  supplied  to  the  consumer  in  London,  is  of  a  very 
high  standard  of  excellence  and  of  purity,  and  that  it  is  suituhle  in  quality  for  all  household  purposes.  We  are 
well  aware  that  a  certain  prejudice  exists  against  the  use  of  drinking  water  derived  from  the  Thames 
and  Lea,  because  these  rivers  are  liable  to  pollution,  however  perfect  the  subsequent  purification  either 
by  natural  or  artificial  means,  may  be ;  but  having  regard  to  the  experience  of  London  during  the  last 
30  years,  and  to  the  evidence  given  to  us  on  the  subject,  we  do  not  believe  that  any  danger  exists  of 
the  spread  of  disease  by  the  use  of  this  water  provided  that  there  is  adequate  storage,  and  that  the  water  is 
efficiently  filtered  before  delivery  to  the  consumers.^ 

"  It  will  be  at  once  observed  that,  notwithstanding  the  approval  of  the  quaUty  of  the  water  expressed  in 
the  first  sentence,  the  last  phrase  points  to  a  danger  of  the  spread  of  disease  which  might  exist  by  the  use  of 
this  water,  if  there  were  not  adequate  storage  and  efficient  filtration  before  delivery  to  the  consumers. 

"  In 
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"  In  an  earlier  paragraph  (172)  the  Commissioners  find  as  a  fact  :— 

"  There  can  be  no  possible  doubt  that  at  the  presout  time  much  filth  of  various  kinds  is  discharged 
unnecessarily  and  illegally  into  the  rivers." 

^* 

"  Where  sewage  works  in  the  valleys  of  the  Thames  and  Lea  have  been  constructed  on  an  efficient 
system,  the  sewage  can  be  so  efEectually  dealt  with  at  all  times,  except  those  of  flood,  that  the  effluents  are 
clear  and  innocuous." 

"  Here  it  seems  to  be  implied  that  in  tim3s  of  flood  the  effluents  would  be  neither  clear  nor  innocuous, 
and  that  at  other  times  the  effluents  are  clear  and  innocuous  only  where  the  works  have  been  constructed  on 
an  efficient  system. 

"  We  are  aware  that  all  sewage  farms  and  sewage  works  are  liable,  through  carelessness  or  accident, 
to  do  their  work  at  times  with  less  than  proper  efficiency." 

"  Various  causes  of  pollution,  which  are  matters  of  ordinary  observation  and  require  no  evidence  to  support 
them  (for  example,  the  drainage  of  1^  millions  of  people),  render  the  water  of  these  rivers  unfit  for  potable 
purposes.  These  are  summarised  in  the  Statement  laid  before  the  Royal  Commission  by  Dr.  Ashby,  the  medical 
officer  of  health  of  the  borough  of  Reading,  and  appended  hereto. 

"  A  very  similar  statement  as  regards  the  water  of  the  River  Lea  was  laid  before  the  Commission  by  another 
well-known  medical  officer,  Dr.  Turner. 

"  The  Commissioners  indicate  no  standard  of  '  efficient  filtration,'  considering  that  it  did  not  come  within 
the  terms  of  their  reference  to  lay  down  the  exact  regulations  as  regards  filtration ;  but  after  alluding  to  the 
fact  that  before  the  water  can  be  brought  into  a  suitable  condition  for  delivery  and  consumption  it  must  be 
treated  by  subsidence  and  filtration,  and  that  the  quality  of  the  water  after  delivery  depends  largely  upon  the 
thoroughness  with  which  they  are  carried  out,  the  Commissioners  state : — 

"  We  cannot  shut  our  eyes  to  the  fact  that  the  provision  for  these  purposes  differs  enormously  in 
the  different  companies,  and  in  some  of  them  is,  to  our  mind,  quite  inadequate." 

The  conclusion  which  we  draw  from  this  portion  of  the  Report  is  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  Royal  Commission, 
provided  that  the  greatest  care  be  constantly  taken  to  prei-ent  such  jjollution  as  above  described,  and  provided  that 
efficient  systems  of  filtration  be  always  applied,  the  Thames  and  Lea  water  can  be  so  treated  that  its  danger  as 
an  agency  for  the  spread  of  disease  may  be  reduced  to  a  minimum,  and  the  water  may  be  made  sufficiently 
good  for  potable  purposes. 

We  believe  that  every  populous  town  of  the  United  Kingdom  situate  upon  a  large  river  originally  derived 
its  water  supply  from  that  river  ;  but  in  nearly  every  case  the  inhabitants,  under  the  most  competent  advice 
of  their  time,  abandoned  the  use  of  the  river  for  drinking  purposes,  and  sought  a  purer  supply  from  a  source 
less  liable  to  contamination  than  a  river  draining  and  inhabited  and  cultivated  watershed.  The  rapid  increase 
of  population  in  the  Thames  and  Lea  valleys  along  the  whole  length  of  the  streams  above  the  points  of  intake 
seems  to  us  to  render  inevitable  the  conclusion  that  a  similar  course  will  sooner  or  later  have  to  be  adopted 
with  regard  to  London.  Since  the  date  of  the  Royal  Commission  water  in  a  time  of  flood  has  been  delivered 
in  London  even  in  a  state  of  turbidity  and  discolouration,  and  full  of  suspended  matter  obvious  to  everybody. 
We  do  not  consider  it  expedient  that  London  should  continue  so  largely  dependent  on  a  water  which  can 
only  be  maintained  clear  and  innocuous  by  artificial  means  and  processes  which  are  now,  as  the  Commission 
report,  "  quite  inadequate,"  which  demand  great  improvements  at  a  vast  cost,  and  which  even  then  cannot  be 
always  relied  upon  when  applied  to  the  large  volumes  of  water  required  by  London  and  its  neighbourhood. 

"  Beyond  the  question  of  suitability  of  the  water  from  the  Thames  and  Lea,  there  is  a  further  question  which 
arises  in  the  Commissioners'  recommendations  as  regards  the  quantity  available.  We  gather  from  the  Report  and 
evidence  before  the  Royal  Commission  that,  if  population  increases,  as  generally  anticipated,  the  quantity  available 
from  these  sources  will  not  suffice  beyond  the  year  1931. 

"  In  order  to  meet  the  deficiency  in  means  of  storage  and  filtration,  which  appears  to  have  been  ultimately  admitted 
even  on  behalf  of  the  water  companies,  various  schemes  were  submitted  to  the  Commission.  These  were 
condemned,  with  the  exception  of  certain  storage  reservoirs  on  the  Lea,  and  certain  others  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  Staines  ;  but  with  reference  to  the  latter  proposal,  the  Commissioners  themselves  refer  to  it  with  very  qualified 
commendation.    They  say — 

"  Broadly  speaking,  and  without  committing  ourselves  to  details,  we  may  say  that  the  conception  of  this 
Staines  scheme  of  storage  commends  itself  to  us  as  the  best  which  has  been  suggested." 

"  With  regard  to  this  scheme  there  is  no  assurance  either  (i.)  that  the  large  area  of  land  which  would  be 
required  could  be  obtained,  or  (ii.)  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  Thames  Valley  would  assent  to  the  abstraction  of  water 
which  the  scheme  involves,  or  (iii.)  that  all  the  London  water  companies  would  concur  in  any  such  scheme  when 
its  costs  and  details  are  understood.  Nay,  it  has  been  practically  abandoned  by  the  companies  themselves,  as  most 
of  those  who  take  water  from  the  Thames  have  already  brought  forward  plans  of  their  own  which  are  inconsistent 
with  it. 

"  Apart,  however,  from  these  considerations,  we  have  carefully  considered  how  far  the  construction  of  such 
reservoirs  would  be  practicable,  and  the  engineer  has  submitted  to  us  a  valuable  report  on  the  question  of  the 
probable  cost  of  constructing  and  maintaining  a  storage  of  the  kind  referred  to,  i.e.,  one  capable  of  supplying 
240,000,000  gallons  a  day.  We  have  circulated  this  report  to  the  Council,  and  give  here  merely  the  results  he 
arrives  at.  He  takes  two  different  bases  of  calculation  :  (1)  the  known  past  expenditure  upon  the  works  of  the 
eight  existing  companies  reckoned  at  so  much  per  1,000,000  gallons  a  day  ;  and  (2)  the  estimated  cost  per  million 
gallons  given  in  evidence  lately  by  the  engineers  of  the  various  companies  in  relation  to  the  construction  of  similar 
works.  On  the  first  basis  he  arrives  at  the  total  capital  cost  of  21,246,916/.  On  the  second  basis  he  finds  that  the 
minimum  capital  cost  would  amount  to  15,000,000/.  without  taking  into  account  distribution.  '  In  both  cases  the 
annual  cost  of  pumping  and  maintenance  would  amount  to  some  430,000/. 

"We  have  repeatedly  informed  the  Council  that  the  engineer  is,  with  a  competent  staff  of  assistants, 
investigating  other  sources  of  supply,  and  we  have  had  several  reports  from  him  on  the  subject.  The  Council  will 
appreciate  the  magnitude  and  complexity  of  such  an  inquiry,  and  the  absolute  necessity,  before  any  scheme  is 
presented  for  public  discussion  as  a  basis  of  a  Bill,  of  its  being  carefully  prepared  and  worked  out  in  all  needful 
detail.  Meantime,  the  data  we  already  possess  have  satisfied  us  of  two  propositions  which  we  do  not  hesitate  to 
express,  namely,  that  the  suggestion  of  supplying  the  future  wants  of  the  metropolis  by  a  large  increase  in  the 
amount  of  water  abstracted  from  the  Thames  and  Lea,  coupled  with  the  formation  of  a  vast  system  of  reservoirs, 
and  conditioned  as  it  must  be  by  enhanced  precautions  for  the  prevention  of  pollution  and  for  better  filtmtion, 
IS  not  one  which  should,  in  the  best  interests  of  the  people  be  adopted,  even  in  the  very  doubtful  event  of  its 
being  practicable  to  all  ;  and  that  such  future  supply  can,  as  regards  quantity,  quality,  and  relative  expense,  be 
far  better  obtained  and  furnished  by  taking  the  water  by  gravitation  from  other  available  sources. 

384.  T  T  "  For 
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"  For  the  foregoing  reasons  we  recommend  the  Council  to  pass  the  following  resolutions  : — 

"  (1.)  That  the  Council  is  of  opinion  that  the  scheme  for  a  system  of  storage  reservoirs,  presented  to  the 
Royal  Commission  on  Water  Supply  by  the  water  companies,  coupled  with  the  proposal  to  abstract  large 
additional  quantities  of  water  from  the  rivers,  is  not  the  proper  method  of  meeting  the  future  wants  of 
London. 

"  (2.)  That  any  further  capital  expenditure  on  works  in  the  Thames  and  Lea  valleys  for  the  supply  of 
London  should  be  regarded  as  of  a  temporary  character,  and  should  be  restricted  to  such  improvements  as 
may  be  for  the  time  indispensable. 

"  (3.)  That  the  true  solution  of  the  problem  is  the  obtaining  of  the  necessary  additional  supplies  from  a 
purer  source  ;  and  that  accordingly  the  Water  Committee  be  instructed  to  proceed  with  the  preparation  of 
a  scheme  to  be  presented  for  the  consideration  of  the  Council  as  soon  as  possible,  with  a  view  to  an 
application  to  Parliament  for  the  necessary  powers." 

A.  Bassett  Hopleins, 

Chairman. 

"  Appendix  referred  to  in  the  foregoing  Report. 
The  Causes  of  Pollution. 

"  The  main  river  and  its  tributaries  traverse  highly  cultivated  lands,  meadow  land  which  is  grazed  during  a 
portion  of  the  year  often  adjoining  its  banks. 

Cattle,  &c. 

"  There  are  numerous  watering  places  for  cattle  ;  and  many  farmsteads  drain  into  the  streams,  which  present 
innumerable  opportunities  for  pollution  by  cattle  and  washings  from  manured  lands,  whilst  parts  adjacent  to  some 
canals  are  often  manured  with  house  and  other  foul  refuse  from  London  and  elsewhere,  and  I  have  seen  large 
deposits  of  such  refuse  fouling  the  streams. 

Boats,  &c..  Trade. 

"  There  are  frequently  dead  decomposing  animals,  and  occasionally  dead  human  beings,  in  the  streams,  adding 
their  quota  to  the  defilement  of  the  water  ;  filthy  bilge-water  from  barges  carrying  offensive  cargoes  must  of 
necessity  be  pumped  into  the  rivers  and  canals  along  which  they  ply :  there  cannot  fail  to  be  considerable  pollution 
from  the  floating  population  on  canal  boats,  house-boats  and  other  pleasure  boats  ;  there  is  pollution  from  laundries, 
tanneries,  fellmongers'  yards,  breweries  and  paper  mills  ;  whilst  there  are  direct  sewage  and  slop  pollutions  from 
towns  and  villages,  and  efBuents  from  sewage  works  at  various  places,  as  detailed  in  the  following  statement. 

"  With  reference  to  the  so-called  purification  of  sewage,  it  is  quite  erroneous  to  assume  that  because  the 
sewage  of  any  place  is  cut  ofE  from  the  rivers,  as  it  is  termed,  and  treated  by  some  chemical  process  or  land 
irrigation,  that  there  is  necessarily  no  pollution  of  the  streams.  For  instance,  although  the  sewage  of  Oxford, 
Uxbridge,  and  Watford  is  treated,  I  nevertheless  found  much  pollution  by  excessively  foul  effluents  from  those 
places. 

"  When  there  is  a  cesspool-drained  place  on  the  banks  of  a  river,  there  may  be  some  indirect  soakage  of 
impurities  into  it,  but  I  consider  the  safety  of  a  river,  as  a  source  of  drinking-water  supply,  is  imperilled  to  a 
greater  extent  when  such  place  is  completely  sewered,  and  the  effluent  from  some  works  of  sewage  treatment  is 
discharged  into  the  stream,  since  so  much  depends  upon  the  constant  care  and  attention  bestowed  upon  the 
working  of  the  process,  whilst  it  is  impossible  for  continual  supervision  to  be  exercised  over  the  works  by  any 
public  or  private  body. 

Sewage. 

"  There  are  sewage  farms  at  Walton,  Ashf ord  (the  West  Middlesex  Schools),  Eton,  Slough,  Windsor,  Windsor 
Castle,  Maidenhead,  Henley,  Reading,  Moulsford  (County  Lunatic  Asylum),  Abingdon,  Wallingford,  Littlemore 
and  Oxford,  on  the  Thames,  and  others  on  the  tributaries. 

"  Independently  of  these  more  or  less  permanent  pollutions,  there  are  others  of  an  occasional  character  which 
it  appears  to  me  cannot  be  avoided.  For  instance,  in  December  last,  three  men  were  fined  at  Staines  Petty  Sessions 
for  having  emptied  the  contents  of  a  cesspool  into  the  Thames,  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  above  some  of  the  London 
water  intakes.    The  Chairman  of  the  Bench  is  reported  to  have  said — 

"  That  the  practice  of  carrying  out  offences  of  this  kind,  which  he  doubted  not  were  of  frequent  occurrence, 
was  most  injurious  to  London  water  consumers.  Having  regard  to  all  the  facts  I  have  ascertained,  and  bearing  in 
mind  the  various  chances  of  pollution  which  cannot  be  avoided,  however  carefully  the  sewage  of  inhabited  places 
may  be  excluded,  I  cannot  but  regard  the  River  Thames  as  an  undesirable  and  unsafe  source  for  the  water  supply 
of  London." 


Council,  12th  February  1895. 

On  the  motion  for  the  reception  of  the  report, 

Moved  by  Mr.  Westacott,  seconded  by  Mr.  Antrobus — 

That  the  consideration  of  the  question  be  postponed  for  a  week. 

Motion  for  postponement  put  and  declared  to  be  lost. 

Original  motion  carried. 

Resolved  accordingly. 

(1.)  Motion  made — That  recommendation  No.  (1)  be  adopted. 
Debate  arising. 

Resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Sir  J.  Lubbock,  seconded  by  Lord  Farrer — That  the  debate  be  adjourned. 

The 
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The  Council  considered  the  following  recommendations  in  the  report  brought  up  on  12th  February  : — 

"  (1.)  That  the  Council  is  of  opinion  that  the  scheme  for  a  system  of  storage  reservoirs,  presented  to  the 
Royal  Commission  on  Water  Supply  by  the  water  companies,  coupled  with  the  proposal  to  abstract  large 
additional  quantities  of  water  from  the  rivers,  is  not  the  proper  method  of  meeting  the  future  wants  of 
London. 

"  (2.)  That  any  further  capital  expenditure  on  works  in  the  Thames  and  Lea  valleys  for  the  supply  of 
London,  should  be  regarded  as  of  a  temporary  character,  and  should  be  restricted  to  such  improvements  as 
may  be  for  the  time  indispensable. 

"  (3.)  That  the  true  solution  of  the  problem  is  the  obtaining  of  the  necessary  additional  supplies  from  a 
purer  source  ;  and  that  accordingly  the  Water  Committee  be  instructed  to  proceed  with  the  preparation  of 
a  scheme  to  be  presented  for  the  consideration  of  the  Council  as  soon  as  possible,  with  a  view  to  an 
application  to  Parliament  for  the  necessary  powers. 

"  Further  consideration  of  the  motion — That  recommendation  No.  1  be  adopted. 

Amendment  moved  by  Mr.  Beachcroft,  seconded  by  Sir  G.  J).  Harris,  that  the  following  words  be  added,  "  but 
that  in  view  of  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  report  of  the  Water  Committee,  which  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
acquisition  by  the  Courucil  of  the  water  companies'  undertakings,  together  with  the  promotion  of  an  additional 
supply,  may  involve  the  Council  in  an  outlay  of  over  fifty  millions,  it  is  essential,  before  the  Council  is  asked  to 
commit  itself  further,  that  the  financial  aspect  of  the  whole  question  should  be  considered  ;  and  accordingly  that  it 
be  an  instruction  to  the  Finance  Committee  to  report  on  the  estimated  effect  of  the  acquisition  of  the  undertakings 
of  the  water  companies  on  the  county  rate,  having  regard  to  the  recent  report  of  the  chief  engineer,  and  to  the 
terms  of  the  scheme  for  the  creation  of  new  stock  approved  by  the  Council  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Finance 
Committee  in  July  last." 

After  debate,  and  a  resolution  that  the  question  be  now  put, 

Amendment  put  to  the  vote,  and  the  Council  having  divided,  there  appeared — For  the  amendment,  19.  Against 
the  amendment,  62. 

Amendment  declared  to  be  lost. 

Original  motion  carried. 

Resolved  accordingly. 

(2  and  3.)  Resolved — That  the  several  recommendations  of  the  Committee,  Nos.  2  and  3,  be  adopted. 


Appendix. 


Lambeth  Water  (Transfer)  Bill.— 30  May  1895. 
Correspondence  handed  in  by  Mr.  JT.  L.  Cripps. 

(Copy.) 

Local  Government  Board,  Whitehall,  S.W., 
Sir,  24  May  1895. 

I  AM  directed  by  the  Local  Government  Board  to  state  that  they  have  carefully  considered  the  representations 
contained  in  your  letter  of  the  20th  instant,  with  reference  to  the  action  taken  by  the  Surrey  County  Council  in 
connection  with  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Works  (Transfer)  Bills,  1895.  The  Board 
observe  that  at  a  preliminary  conference,  attended  by  representatives  of  the  district  councils  interested,  it  was 
unanimously  resolved  that  the  County  Council  should  be  authorised  to  urge  that  the  waterworks,  mains,  filter  beds, 
and  means  of  supplying  water  to  areas  within  the  administrative  county  of  Surrey,  should  be  acquired  by  the  County 
Council  in  trust  for  the  areas  interested  ;  and  that  at  a  subsequent  conference,  on  the  14th  March  last,  which  was 
also  attended  by  representatives  of  most  of  the  local  authorities  of  the  areas  in  question,  a  resolution  was  passed 
approving  of  the  policy  of  the  County  Council  in  opposing  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Waterworks 
(Transfer)  Bills,  unless  the  transfer  to  the  County  Council  of  the  sources  of  supply,  filter  beds,  mains,  and  other 
means  of  distribution  necessary  for  the  administrative  county  were  secured.  The  Board  understand  from  the 
letter  of  the  County  Council  that  the  district  councils  agree  in  the  course  which  the  County  Council  are  taking  in  the 
matter  ;  that  the  County  Council  are  acting  solely  in  the  interests  of  the  local  authorities  affected  ;  that  there  is  no 
desire  on  the  part  of  the  County  Council  to  become  a  water  authority  themselves,  nor  in  any  way  to  override  the 
district  councils  who  have  the  statutory  right  to  be  the  water  authorities  for  their  own  districts  ;  and  that  they  have 
no  intention  to  make  any  proposal  which  could  involve  any  charge  on  the  general  county  rate  except  in  respect  of 
the  present  proceedings  in  Parliament.  The  Board  further  observe  that  it  is  proposed  to  leave  open  for  the  future 
decision  of  Parliament  the  question  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  parts  of  the  undertakings  purchased  by  the 
County  Council  under  the  Bills  are  ultimately  to  be  dealt  with.  Under  these  circumstances  the  Board  do  not 
desire  to  raise  any  objection  to  the  policy  which  the  County  Council  are  pursuing  with  respect  to  th»  Bills  in 
question. 

I  am,  &c. 

Sir  R.  H.  Wyatt,  (signed)       A.  D.  Adrian, 

Clerk  of  the  Surrey  County  Council,  County  Hall,  Assistant  Secretary. 

Kingston-upon-Thames. 


Surrey  County  Council. 

County  Hall,  Kingston-upon-Thames, 
20  May  1895. 

Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Waterworks  (Transfer)  Bills. 

The  Parliamentary  Committee  of  this  Council  have  had  brought  to  their  notice  the  reports  of  the  Local 
Government  Board  upon  these  Bills,  and  they  have  carefully  considered  that  portion  of  those  reports  which  alludes 
more  particularly  to  the  "  supply  in  districts  without  London." 

I  am  directed  to  acquaint  you  with  the  proceedings  that  have  taken  place  in  regard  to  this  matter. 
384.  T  T  2  In 
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Sir, 
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In  Jsly  1894  the  Committee  reported  to  this  Council  as  follows  :— 

London  County  Council  and  Watek  Companies. 

A  communication  has  been  received  from  the  London  County  Council  notifying  that  they  had  resolved  that 
eight  separate  Bills  should  be  prepared  for  the  acquisition  by  the  Council  of  undertakings  of  the  eight  metropolitan 
water  companies  ;  and  further  notifying  that  a  conference  will  be  held  at  Spring  Gardens  on  the  30th  inst.,  at 
3  o'clock,  of  authorities  interested  outside  the  county  of  London.  To  such  conference  representatives  were  invited 
from  this  county,  and  the  Comniittoe  have  to  report  that  they  have  nominated  the  Chairman  of  the  Council  and 
Mr.  Yool  to  represent  Surrey. 

In  November  1894,  they  further  reported  as  follows  : — 

London  County  Council  and  Water  Companies. 

The  conference  with  the  London  County  Council  and  the  authorities  interested  outside  the  county  of  London, 
referred  to  in  the  Committee's  last  report,  was  duly  held  on  the  30th  July,  and  the  Chairman  and  Mr.  Yool  attended 
thereat. 

A  preliminary  conference,  held  at  the  County  Hall,  was  attended  by  representatives  from  the  following 
bodies : — 

East  Molesey  Local  Board, 

Kingston  Corporation, 

Kingston  Rural  Sanitary  Authority, 

New  Maiden  Local  Board, 

Richmond  Corporation, 

Surbiton  Improvement  Commissioners,  and 

Wimbledon  Local  Board. 

And  at  the  conference  the  following  resolution  was  unanimously  passed  : — • 

"  It  is  inexpedient  that  the  water  supply  of  Surrey  should  be  under  the  control  of  the  London  County 
Council,  and  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  meeting  that  the  representatives  of  the  Surrey  County  Council  should  be 
authorised  at  the  forthcoming  conference  to  urge  tliat  the  waterworks,  the  mains,  filter  beds,  and  means  of 
water  supply,  supplying  water  to  areas  within  the  administrative  county  of  Surrey,  should  be  acquired  by  the 
Surrey  County  Council  in  trust  for  the  areas  interested,  and  generally  that  the  conduct  of  the  matter  be  left 
to  the  discretion  of  Mr.  Yool  and  Mr.  Halsey  as  the  represeutatives  of  the  Council." 

This  view  was  strongly  urged,  not  only  by  this  county,  but  by  the  others  interested,  before  the  London  County 
Council  conference,  at  which  no  resolutions  were  taken.  The  representatives  of  the  London  County  Council  were, 
however,  informed  that  any  definite  proposals  that  that  Council  might  make  would  receive  the  most  careful 
consideration  of  this  Council,  but  that  they  declined  to  take  any  part  in  the  preparation  of  any  Bill  or  Bills. 

The  Committee  recommend  that  they  be  authorised  to  confer  with  the  London  County  Council  upon  the  basis 
of  the  above  resolution  : 

And  the  recommendation  of  the  Committee  was  approved  by  the  Council. 


Again,  in  Februa-y  1895,  they  report  to  the  Council  as  follows  : — 

,    London  County  Council  and  the  Water  Companies. 

The  Chairman,  with  Mr.  Bonsor,  M.P.,  and  Mr.  Burt  (the  latter  of  whom  the  Committee  recommend  should  be 
added  to  this  Committee  in  the  place  of  the  late  Mr.  Yool),  were  appointed  to  confer  with  the  London  County 
Council  upon  this  matter,  and  they  have  had  interviews  with  their  Deputy  Chairman,  Mr.  Dickinson,  and  with 
Mr.  Binnie,  tlie  Chief  Engineer,  both  of  whom  appear  to  consider  that  there  is  no  practical  difficulty  in  carrying  out 
the  wishes  of  this  Council,  and  promised  that  they  should  receive  favourable  consideration  ;  negotiations  are  going 
on,  and  the  Committee  recommend  the  Council  to  oppose  the  Bills  of  the  London  County  Council,  namely,  the 
Lambeth  Water  Works  (Transfer)  Bill,  1895,  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Works  (Transfer)  Bill,  1895, 
and  they  further  recommend  that  they  be  allowed  to  continue  their  negotiations  with  the  London  County  Council, 
and  to  consult,  in  case  of  need,  the  various  local  authorities  affected  in  the  administrative  county  of  Surrey,  with 
a  view  to  common  action  for  the  protection  of  all  concerned  : 

And  their  recommendation  was  approved. 


At  the  meeting  of  the  Council  of  the  14th  instant,  the  following  report  was  presented  and  received  : — 

London  County  Council  and  the  Water  Companies. 

Petitions  against  the  Bills  of  the  London  County  Council  for  the  transfer  to  them  of  the  undertakings  of  the 
Lambeth  Watetworks  Company  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Company,  have  been  sealed  under  the 
resolution  of  the  Council  of  February  last  and  deposited  in  Parliament. 

In  pursuance  of  the  recommendation  of  the  Committee  adopted  by  the  Council  on  the  12th  February, 
the  Committee  invited  a  conference  with  the  local  authorities  of  the  county  interested  in  the  matter  on  the 
14th  March.  A  meeting  was  accordingly  held  on  that  day  at  the  office  of  Messrs.  Sherwood  &  Co.,  when  the 
following  persons  attended,  viz.  : — 

The  Surrey  County  Council. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Halsey,  Chairman,  Mr.  H.  C.  0.  Bonsor,  m.p.,  and  Alderman  Butt. 

The  Corporation  of  Kingston. 

Alderman  Bedford  Marsh,  Councillor  Gridley,  and  Mr.  H.  A.  Winser,  Town  Clerk. 

The  Corporation  of  Richmond. 

Alderman  Robinson,  Councillor  R.  B.  Smith,  and  Mr.  F.  B.  Senior,  Town  Clerk. 

The  Urban  District  Council  of  Surbiton. 


Mr.  T.  Guilford,  Chairman. 


The 
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The  Urban  District  Council  of  Barnes  : 
Mr.  J.  E.  Anderson,  Clerk. 

The  Urban  District  Council  of  Ham  : 
Mr.  J.  W.  Harker,  Chairman. 

The  Urban  District  Council  of  Wimbledon  : 
Mr.  W.  H.  Whitfield,  Clerk. 

The  Rural  District  Council  of  Croydon  : 

Mr.  Francis  Tomlin,  Chairman,  and  Mr.  J.  Wilson,  Clerk. 

The  Rural  District  Council  of  Epsom  : 
Mr.  J.  Shand. 

The  Parish  Council  of  Mitcham  : 

Mr.G.  P.  Bidder,  q.c,  Chairman,  and  Mr.  R.  M.  Chart,  Clerk. 

The  Parish  Council  of  Thames  Ditton  : 
Mr.  J.  J.  Gossett. 

The  Parish  Council  of  Merton  : 

Mr.  Alex.  Macmorran  and  Mr.  R.  D.  Duncan. 

After  explanations  and  discussion  the  following  resolution,  proposed  by  Mr.  G.  P.  Bidder,  Q.c,  and  seconded  by 
Mr.  T.  Guilford,  was  passed  7iem.  con.,  viz.,  resolved  that — 

"  This  meeting  approves  of  the  policy  of  the  Surrey  County  Council  as  explained  by  their  chairman,  viz., 
that  strenuous  opposition  be  offered  to  the  London  County  Council's  Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
(Transfer)  Bills,  and  unless  the  transfer  to  the  Surrey  County  Council  of  the  sources  of  supply,  filter-beds, 
mains  and  other  means  of  distribution  necessary  for  the  administrative  County  of  Surrey  be  secured,  and 
recommends  the  local  authorities  in  the  administrative  county  to  support  in  Parliament  the  action  of  the 
County  Council  in  furtherance  of  such  policy." 

The  sub-committee  appointed  are  continuing  their  negotiation  for  an  arrangement  with  the  London  County 
Council  on  the  lines  indicated,  but  the  Committee  are  not,  at  this  date,  in  a  position  to  report  definitely  on  the 
subject. 

And  the  following  motion,  due  notice  having  been  given,  was  passed  :  — 

"  That  the  heads  of  agreement  now  submitted  between  the  London  County  Council  and  the  Surrey 
County  Council,  with  respect  to  the  transfer  of  the  undertakings  of  the  Lambeth  Waterworks  Company  and 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Company  be  approved,  and  that  the  same  with  such  modifications,  if  anj', 
as  may  be  approved  by  the  Parliamentary  Committee  be  sealed,  and  that  subject  to  the  confirmation  of  the 
said  heads  of  agreement,  this  Council  do  support  the  said  Bills,  and  that  the  Parliamentary  Committee  be 
authorised  to  continue  to  take  such  steps  in  both  Houses  of  Parliament  as  they  may  consider  necessary  to 
give  effect  to  this  resolution.'' 

Upon  thg  previous  day  (the  13th  instant)  a  meeting  had  been  held,  a  report  of  which  follows  : — 

Surrey  County  Council. 

Dear  Sir,  County  Hall,  Kingston-upon-Thames,  21  May  1895. 

London  County  Council. 

Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Waterworks  (Transfer)  Bills. 

Referring  to  my  circular  letter  of  the  8th  instant,  I  now  beg  leave  to  send  you  a  print  of  the  resolution 
passed  at  the  conference  held  at  No.  7,  Great  George-street,  Westminster,  on  the  13th  instant,  together  with  a  print 
of  the  agreement  submitted  to  such  conference,  which  has  since  been  approved  by  the  County  Councils  of  Surrey 
and  London. 

I  am  to  add  that  it  was  clearly  understood  by  the  representatives  of  the  Surrey  County  Council  that  there  were 
points  in  the  Bills  of  the  London  County  Council  which  require  amendment  in  the  interest  of  particular  localities 
and  that  special  attention  would  be  given  thereto. 

Yours,  &c. 
(signed)       R.  H.  Wyatt, 

Clerk  of  the  Council. 

To  Clerk  of 

London  County  Council. 
Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Waterworks  (Transfer)  Bills. 

At  a  conference  of  the  local  authorities  of  the  Administrative  County  of  Surrey,  held  at  No.  7,  Great  George- 
street,  Westminster,  on  the  13th  May  1895,  there  were  present  : — 

The  Surrey  County  Council  : 

Mr.  E.  J.  Halsey,  Chairman,  and  Mr.  Alderman  C.  Burt. 


The  Corporation  of  Kingston-upon-Thames  : 

Mr.  Alderman  J.  Marsh,  Mr.  Councillor  Walker,  and  Mr.  H.  A.  WinSel-,  TowB  Cletk. 
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The  Corporation  of  Richmond  : 

Mr.  Alderman  F.  D.  Robinson,  and  Mr.  F.  B.  Senior,  Town  Clerk. 

The  Urban  District  Council  of  Surbiton : 
Mr.  Thomas  Guilford,  Chairman. 

The  Parish  Council  of  Mitcham : 

Mr.  Gr.  P,  Bidder,  Q.c ,  Chairman. 

The  Urban  District  Council  of  Wimbledon  : 
Mr.  W.  H.  Whitfield,  Clerk. 

The  Rural  District  Council  of  Epsom  : 
Mr.  W.  S.  Brown,  Vice-Chairman. 

The  Rural  District  Council  of  Croydon  : 

Mr.  Francis  Tomlin,  Chairman  ;  Mr.  J.  Wilson,  Clerk  ;  and  Dr.  L.  W.  Darra-Mair,  Medical  Officer  of 
Health. 

And  the  Parish  Council  of  Long  Ditton  : 
Mr.  Walter  Butler. 

It  was  proposed  by  Mr.  Thomas  Guilford,  seconded  by  Mr.  Francis  Tomlin,  and  carried  : — 

"  That  this  meeting  having  heard  the  terms  of  the  agreement  proposed  to  be  made  between  the  London 
County  Council  and  the  Surrey  County  Council,  with  respect  to  the  Bills  for  the  transfer  of  the  undertakings 
of  the  Lambeth  and  Vauxhall  Waterworks  Companies,  is  of  opinion  that  those  terms  are  satisfactory." 

At  this  meeting  of  the  13th,  and  at  that  of  the  Council  of  the  14th,  it  was  distinctly  stated  that  the  Council  were 
acting  solely  in  the  interests  of  the  local  authorities  aifected,  i.e.,  those  within  the  authorised  areas  of  the  two  water 
companies, — that  there  was  no  desire  on  the  part  of  the  Council  to  become  a  water  authority  themselves,  nor  in  any 
way  to  override  those  authorities  who  have  the  statutory  right  to  be  the  water  authorities  for  their  own  districts, — 
and  that  they  had  no  intention  to  propose  anything  which  could  involve  any  charge  upon  the  General  County  Rate 
(except,  of  course,  in  respect  of  the  present  proceeding  in  Parliament). 

I  have  now  to  ask  the  consideration  of  the  Board  of  the  heads  of  agreement  (a  print  of  which  accompanies  and 
is  marked  A.)  made  between  this  Council  and  that  of  London,  upon  the  adoption  of  which,  by  both  Councils,  the 
opposition  to  the  Bills  was  withdrawn. 

It  will  be  seen  from  this  agreement,  that  the  County  Council  have  secured  the  option  of  taking  over  from  the 
London  County  Council  that  portion  of  the  undertakings  of  the  two  companies,  includhtg  the  sources  of  supply, 
which  is  utilised  for  the  purposes  of  the  area  within  the  Administrative  County  of  Surrey,  and  that  this  option 
need  not  be  exercised  until  the  1st  August  1897,  or  the  expiration  of  two  years  after  the  price  to  be  paid  by  the 
London  County  Council  for  the  undertakings  shall  have  been  fixed,  whichever  shall  last  happen. 

I  am  to  explain  that  the  reasons  actuating  this  Council  to  take  the  steps  they  have  are,  inter  alia,  the 
following  : — 

(1.)  They  consider  that  the  Council  of  another  county  should  not  have  any  jurisdiction  within  the 
county  of  Surrey. 

(2.)  They  consider  that  by  any  action  of  the  London  County  Council  this  county,  or  any  part  of  it, 
should  not  directly  or  indirectly  be  made  liable  for  the  cost  of  providing  a  fresh  supply  of  water  for  London, 
which  they  apprehend  might  be  the  case  if  the  London  County  Council  had  any  control,  however  slight,  of 
the  water  supply  available  for  any  part  of  Surrey. 

(3.)  That  since  the  establishment  of  County  Councils  it  is  clearly  their  privilege  and  duty  to  do  anything 
in  their  power  for  the  general  interests  of  the  local  authorities  within  their  borders. 

(4.)  That  it  is  impossible  for  anj  one  local  authority  to  obtain  the  source  of  supply  which  is  common  to 
all,  and  that  consequently  it  was  the  County  Council  only  that  could  act  upon  behalf  of  all. 

^ 

(5.)  That  while  admitting  the  difficulty  of  regulating  the  legal  position  to-day  there  would  be  no  difficulty 
in  doing  so  during  the  period  for  which  the  option  runs,  either  by  a  Bill  in  Parliament  or  by  a  Provisional 
Order,  constituting  the  various  local  authorities  a  Joint  Water  Board. 

(6.)  That  it  was  convenient  that  the  Council  should  act  as  an  intermediary  or  broker  in  the  matter,  and 
that  possibly,  should  Parliament  sanction  the  lending  of  the  money  by  the  Council  to  local  authorities,  the 
financial  part  of  the  scheme  could  be  ecoiiomically  carried  out. 

Attention  is  specially  directed  to  Clause  12  of  the  heads  of  agreement  as  to  the  obtaining  such  further  powers 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  the  proposal  into  effect. 

I  am  directed  to  submit  this  account  of  the  whole  matter  to  the  Local  Government  Board,  and  to  ask  them  to 
be  good  enough  to  make  any  comments  upon  the  same  as  they  may  think  fit,  and,  as  it  is  hoped  and  anticipated,  to 
express  their  general  approval  of  the  policy  of  this  Council  as  being  in  the  interests  of  those  they  represent  in  this 
particular  matter,  and  further,  that  they  may  be  favoured  with  this  as  speedily  as  possible,  inasmuch  as  the  matter 
is  now  before  the  Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons. 

I  am,  &c. 
(signed)       R.  H.  Wyatt, 

The  Secretary,  Local  Government  Board,  Clerk  of  the  County  Council. 

Whitehall,  London. 
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Lambeth  Water  (Transfer)  Bill. 
Tables  referred  to  in  Mr.  A.  R.  B/nnie's  Evidence,  30th  May  189.5. 


Table  A. 


1884 


1885 


1887 


1893 


Date. 


Five  Months — July  to  November 
Three  Months — July  to  September 
Four  Months — July  to  October  - 


Six  Months — June  to  November 


Daily  average  Natural 

Flow  in  Million 
Gallons,  inclusive  of 
the  quantity  abstracted 
by  the  Water 
Companies. 


417 


393 


393 


413 


404  million  gallons 
daily. 


Table  B. 

Flow  of  the  Thames  at  Teddington  Weir,  for  the  Months  of  July,  August,  and  September,  1893-94. 


1893. 


Volume  per  24  Hours  in  Million  Gallons. 


Actual 
Flow. 

Natural 
Flow. 

Abstraction  by  Companies. 

Actual 
Flow. 

Natural 
Flow. 

Abstraction  by 
Companies. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Daily  Average 
per  Month 
(see  Note). 

5. 

Per  Cent, 
of  Natural 
Flow. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Per  Cent, 
of  Natural  Flow. 

10  July 

177-3 

287-7 

110-4 

38-4 

285-0 

395-4 

110-4 

27-9 

21  August 

141-3 

252-2 

110-97 

44-0 

237-7 

348-6 

110-97 

31-8 

18  September 

148-5 

258-0 

109-5 

42-4 

188-8 

298-3 

109-5 

36-7 

1894. 

9  July 

208-8 

324-8 

116-0 

35-7 

355-1 

471-1 

116-0 

24-6 

22  August 

270-0 

378-5 

108-5 

28-7 

430-5 

539-0 

108-5 

20-1 

17  September 

265-5 

371-4 

105-9 

28-5 

421-5 

527-4 

105-9 

20-1 

Daily  average  per  Month  in  Million  Gallons. 


Note. — The  actual  quantity  drawn  per  24  hours  on  these  dates  is  not  obtainable  from  official  Reports. 
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Appendices  A.  and  B. 
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Mr.  Ainsworth. 


Sir  H.  Stafford  Northcote. 


Sir  James  Kitson. 
Mr.  Muntz. 


Mr.  Baldwin. 
Mr.  Burnie. 


Mr.  David  Plunket. 
Mr.  Briggs  Priestley. 
Mr.  Philip  Stanhope. 


The  Right  Honourable  David  Plunket,  in  the  Chair. 


Appendix  A. 


London  County  Council. 


London  Water  Supply  Bills. 


County  Hall,  Spring  Gardens,  Friday,  8  May  1891. 


Charles  Harrison,  Esq.,  Chairman  of  the  Water  Sub  committee  of  the  London  County  Council,  in  the  Chair. 


The  Right  Honourable  Sir  J.  Lubbock,  Bart.,  m.p.  (Chairman  of  the  Council). 

Sir  T.  H.  Farrer,  Bart.  (Vice  Chairman  of  the  Council). 

Mr.  Haggis  (Deputy  Chairman  of  the  Council). 

Mr.  W.  H.  Dickinson  (Vice  Chairman  Parliamentary  Committee). 

Mr.  W.  B.  Doubleday  (Member  of  Water  and  Markets  Committee). 


Mr.  F.  Dixon-Hartland,  m.p.,  Middlesex  County  Council. 

Mr.  J.  Howard,  m.p.,  Middlesex,  Tottenham  Division  (Middlesex  County  Council). 

Mr.  H.  Stephens,  m.p.,  Middlesex,  Hornsey  Division  (Middlesex  County  Council). 

Mr.  R.  D.  M.  Littler,  c.b.,  q.c,  Middlesex  County  Council  (Chairman). 

Mr.  Garner,  Uxbridge. 

Mr.  Fred.  Piggott,  Richmond,  Surrey. 

Mr.  R.  Gordon  Mullen,  Bromley  and  Beckenham  Local  Boards,  Bromley  Rural  Sanitary  Authority,  and  West 
Kent  Main  Sewerage  Board. 

Mr.  H.  May,  Bromley  Rural  Sanitary  Authority  and  West  Kent  Board. 

Mr.  Alfred  Williams,  Bromley  Rural  Sanitary  Authority  and  West  Kent  Board. 

Mr.  H.  Marten  Turner,  Watford  Local  Board  and  Watford  Union  Rural  Sanitary  Authority. 

Mr.  W.  Bell,  Beckenham,  Molesey,  and  Central  Middlesex. 

Mr.  W.  M.  EUenor,  Southgate  Local  Board. 

Mr.  Wm.  Cole,  Suburban  Districts  Water  Supply  Committee. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Baker,  Beckenham,  Bromley,  Dartford,  and  other  Authorities. 

Mr.  Walter  George  Austen,  Deputy  Clerk  of  the  County  Council  of  Middlesex. 

Mr.  Walter  B.  Whittingham,  Essex  County  Council,  Chairman  Local  Board  of  Walthamstow. 

Mr.  James  Bigwood,  County  Council,  Middlesex. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Wilson,  East  Ham  Local  Board. 

Mr.  George  B.  Carlton,  c.e.,  Beckenham  Local  Board. 

Mr.  G.  Houghton,  Clerk,  Walthamstow  Local  Board. 


Members  of  Council  Present : 


Members  or  Representatives  of  Local  Authorities  : 
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[From  the  Shorthand  Notes  of  Messrs.  J.  Moore  &  Son,  38,  Parliament-street,  Westminster.] 
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Mr.  Dixon- HartlancI Mr.  Chairman,  will  you  be  so  kind  as  to  take  Middlesex  first  ?  There  are  several 
Members  of  Parliament  here,  and  we  have  to  get  back  to  the  House. 

Chairman.']  Certainly. 

Gentlemen,  I  happen  to  fill  the  place  of  Chairman  of  the  Sub-Committee  of  the  Council  on  Water  Bills, 
and  this  meeting  has  been  called  with  a  view  to  see  if  we  can  effect  an  arrangement  so  as  to  present  a  united 
course  of  action  to  the  Parliamentary  Committee  on  the  Vestry  Water  Bill.  Mr.  I'ripps,  the  Parliamentary 
Agent,  has  just  been  sent  for  by  Lord  Morley,  otherwise  he  would  have  been  here.  He  has  formulated  some  heads 
of  proposals,  which  have  been  sent  out  and  circulated  amongst  you  on  this  subject.  Mr.  Cripps,  I  believe,  framed 
those  proposals  based  on  a  conversation  that  he  had  with  many  of  you  who  are  present,  and  other  gentlemen  also 
who  are  not  present.  Of  course,  the  whole  object  of  our  meeting  to-day  is  to  see  if  we  can  by  conference  get  some 
common  principles,  so  that  the  Council  may  in  the  Committee  Room  represent  them  as  the  principles  which  are 
agreed  to,  both  inside  and  outside  the  areas,  on  the  point.  I  understand  that  the  notice  which  has  been  sent  out 
has  had  appended  to  it  heads  of  proposals  for  dealing  with  this  question,  and  therefore  we  are  not  approaching  the 
subject  entirely  without  materials  for  discussion.  The  Deputy  Chairman  is  here  ;  the  Chairman  of  the  Council 
will  return  from  the  House  and  be  here  in  a  few  minutes,  and  we  shall  be  very  glad  to  hear  your  views  as  to 
whether  any  proposal  or  proposals  can  be  made  on  the  basis  of  these  proposals. 

We  have  received  in  answer  to  our  summons  a  letter  from  Sir  Richard  Nicholson,  saying  that  he  has  found  it 
impracticable  to  convene  a  meeting  of  the  Hertfordshire  County  Council  to-day,  and  the  Chairman  cannot  attend 
the  meeting  at  3  o'clock.  "  I  had  hoped  to  have  attended  the  meeting  myself,  but  was  confined  to  my  room  by  a 
feverish  cold,"  and  so  on.  "  I  am  not  authorised  to  offer  any  observations  on  the  proposals  contained  in  the  heads 
except  No.  2,  which  I  have  reason  to  believe  will  commend  itself  to  the  Hertfordshire  County  Council."  The  City 
Remembrancer  writes  that  they  are  unable  to  attend  here,  and  he  says,  "  The  corporation  hope  that  the  supply  to 
the  outside  authorities  in  bulk,  and  the  distribution  by  them  to  the  consumers  in  thefr  respective  districts,  may 
prove  a  solution  of  what  is  admittedly  a  very  diiBcult  question,  and  one  on  which  they  feel  that  the  greatest 
weight  is  due  to  the  views  of  the  outside  consumers."  Then  there  is  a  further  letter  from  Mr.  Wilson,  repre- 
senting the  East  Ham  Local  Board,  stating  that  he  will  attend,  but  that  such  attendance  is  not  in  any  way  to  be 
taken  as  binding  on  the  Board  that  they  approve  of  the  suggestions  therein  contained.  He  suggested  to-day  to 
Mr.  Cripps,  whether  it  would  not  be  advisable  to  have  a  print  made  of  what  takes  place  to-day,  and  sent  round  to 
the  authorities.  In  accordance  with  that  suggestion  Mr.  Cripps  has  directed  a  shorthand  note  to  be  taken  of  what 
takes  place,  not  in  any  way  to  bind  any  of  the  authorities,  but  in  order  that  we  may  have  a  record  of  what  takes 
place  for  reference  hereafter. 

Now,  G-entlemen,  you  have  the  printed  paper  before  you,  and  I  would  invite  any  observations  to  be  made  upon 
these  proposals,  so  as  to  see  whether  any  common  principle  can  be  accepted. 

Mr.  Littler.']  Mr.  Chairman,  with  regard  to  these  proposals,  the  County  Council  of  Middlesex  have  not  had  an 
opportunity  of  meeting  ;  but  we  have  a  Consultative  Committee,  consisting  of  Members  of  Parliament  for  the 
different  divisions,  with  myself,  for  the  purpose  of  watching  what  takes  place  from  day  to  day,  and  we  naturally 
have  carefully  considered  these  heads  of  proposals,  and  we  have  considered  them  with  every  desire  to  do  what  we 
can  to  forward  the  views  of  those  who  represent  the  County  of  London  in  the  matter.  We  have  not  had  time  to 
formulate  to  our  own  minds  how  far  in  their  present  form  these  different  heads  of  proposals  would  or  would  not 
entirely  meet  our  views  ;  but  I  think  it  will  be  shorter  to  let  you  know  what  are  the  heads  of  propositions  which 
we  think  are  desirable  to  be  considered  so  far  as  Middlesex  is  concerned. 

Our  view  with  regard  to  Middlesex  is — taking  as  an  illustration  of  what  I  am  going  to  suggest  as  to  a  general 
policy- — that  any  such  suggestion  as  that  the  Rickmansworth  Water  should  be  taken  away  from  Middlesex  and 
brought  into  London  would  be  entirely  unacceptable.  We  have  formulated  three  heads  under  which  we  think  our  needs 
ought  to  be  divided,  and  which  we  think  are  essential  to  any  satisfactory  proposal  dealing  with  this  question.  We 
are  quite  desirous  of  assisting  in  every  way  in  the  solution  of  the  great  question  of  the  London  Water  Supply.  It 
m.ust  not  be  supposed  from  anything  that  I  say  that  we  are  in  the  slightest  degree  desirous  of  obstructing  or 
interfering.  At  the  same  time  we  must  take  care  of  our  interests.  The  three  heads  under  which  we  think  our 
needs  ought  to  be  divided  are,  first,  that  no  scheme  shall  be  acceptable  to  Middlesex  which  does  not  provide  fbr  no 
further  water  being  abstracted  from  the  Middlesex  water. 

Mr.  Haggis.]  When  you  say  no  further  water,  you  mean  nothing  beyond  what  is  now  being  taken  ? 

Mr.  Littler.]  What  is  now  by  law  capable  of  being  taken.  We  want  the  independent  control  from  tiie 
beginning  by  Middlesex  ;  first,  of  their  source  of  supply  ;  secondly,  of  their  service  ;  and  thirdly,  absolute  non- 
interference with  Middlesex,  either  as  to  rating  or  otherwise.  Those  are  the  three  heads  which  we  think  will  meet 
our  views. 

With  regard  to  the  source  of  supply,  I  may  point  out  that,  so  far  as  the  Thames  is  concerned,  and  especially 
one  company  on  the  Thames — the  Grand  Junction  Company — the  intake  is  in  Middlesex,  and  a  very  large  proportion 
of  the  supply  is  in  Middlesex.  Our  view  is  that  it  would  be  possible  to  have  such  an  arrangement  made  between 
ourselves,  and  whatever  may  be  the  ultimate  London  authority,  as  would  not  in  the  slightest  degree  interfere  with 
London  getting  its  supply,  and,  at  the  same  time,  would  not  interfere  with  our  securing  our  fair  share  of  that 
supply  for  that  portion  of  our  district  which  is  supplied  by  the  London  Companies. 

I  may  give  another  illustration.  The  New  River  Company  are  abstracting  from  wells  at  New  Southgate 
and  Edmonton  very  large  quantities  of  water  which  is  at  present  used  to  a  very  considerable  extent  in  supplying 
those  two  districts.  That  being  water  absolutely  taken  from  Middlesex  we  think  it  should  be  left  in  our  hands  for 
the  purpose  of  supplying  Middlesex.  I  give  those  illustrations  as  showing  that  all  we  desire  is  to  do  that  which  it 
is  our  business  to  do — to  protect  our  own  ratepayers'  interests  without  in  the  slightest  degree  interfering  with  the 
larger  scheme  of  London. 

The  third  head  is,  that  so  far  as  rating  is  concerned,  or  in  any  other  respect,  we  feel  that  very  much  the  same 
principle  ought  to  be  applied  which  is  applied  with  regard  to  other  matters,  such  as  Lunatic  Asylums,  and  so  on. 
The  principle  that  each  county  should  manage  its  own  affairs  is  applicable  here.  We  think  that  could  be  carried 
out  without  interfering  with  the  important  rights  of  London,  and  the  duties  of  the  London  County  Council. 

Those  are  the  comments  which  we  make  upon  those  heads.  I  do  not  see  myself  that  there  is  any  reason  why 
those  questions  should  lead  to  any  very  great  divergence  of  opinion. 

Mr.  Diooon-Hartland.]  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  always  taken  a  considerable  interest  in  this  water  supply  of 
Middlesex,  and  I  think  every  Bill  in  the  House  of  Commons  which  has  been  moved  lately  has  been  moved  by 
myself.  The  House  of  Commons  is  quite  determined  that  no  more  water  should  be  taken  out  of  the  Thames  than 
is  authorised  by  law.  I  think  you  can  take  that  as  a  positive  fact.  And  I  think  you  may  take  it  that  they  will 
not  have  the  sources  of  the  Thames  cut  off  before  they  reach  the  Thames,  which  is  the  same  thing  as  if  they  were 
to  take  out  more  water  than  they  are  authorised  to  do.  You  will  remember  that,  the  year  before  last,  the  Grand 
Junction  Waterworks  Company  brought  in  a  Bill  to  tap  the  Thames  at  Dawley.  An  enormous  supply  was  to  be 
taken  from  Dawley,  which  ran  into  the  Thames.  I  moved  the  opposition  to  that  Bill  in  the  House  of  Commons, 
and  I  gave  the  figures  of  the  exact  amount  that  was  supposed  to  run  into  the  Thames  from  these  Dawley  Wells. 
I  gave  those  figures  from  scientific  evidence,  and  the  House,  by  two  to  one,  decided  that  they  would  not  allow  it 
to  take  place.  They  distinctly  stated  in  all  the  speeches  that  were  made  that  the  Thames  should  be  no  more 
touched.  The  scheme  you  have  before  you  at  the  present  minute  is  to  tap  the  Colne  and  all  its  tributaries.  If 
the  scheme  which  you  have  before  you,  which  is  what  you  may  call  the  Rickmansworth  Water  Bill,  is  carried  out, 
you  will  find  that  one-fifth  of  the  supply  to  the  Thames  is  gone.    We  have  had  the  amount  of  the  water  that  flows 
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into  the  Thames  from  the  Colne  taken,  and  one-fifth  goes  into  the  three  branches  which  lead  to  the  Colne.  The 
Rickmansworth  Water  Company  have  actually  advertised  for  new  capital,  on  the  ground  of  the  Bill  which  has 
been  brought  forward.  They  say  that  the  sanction  to  the  proposals  of  the  London  County  Council  will  enable 
them  to  sell  the  whole  of  their  water  to  the  London  companies,  and  will,  in  fact,  put  an  end  to  the  supply  into 
the  Thames  from  the  Colne.  I  think  that  it  will  be  misleading  you  if  I  say  anything  which  causes  you  to  think 
that  the  House  of  Commons  will  agree  to  that  in  any  shape  or  form.  We  are  satisfied  that  the  water  in 
the  Thames  is  lower  than  it  ought  to  be.  We  have  had  this  attempt  to  make  the  floating  lock  and  weir  at 
Richmond  on  purpose  to  try  and  save  a  little  of  the  water.  I  think  the  feeling  of  the  House  of  Commons  is 
absolute  and  determined,  that  they  will  not  allow  any  more  water  under  any  circumstances,  directly  or  indirectly, 
to  be  taken  from  the  Thames  or  its  basin.  Therefore,  if  you  come  forward  with  any  scheme  which  will  have 
that  eifect,  you  are  simply  courting  defeat  in  the  House  of  Commons.  The  only  way  in  which  I  believe  you  can 
manage  it,  and  the  way  which  I  think  will  be  perfectly  satisfactory  to  London,  Middlesex,  and  to  all  parties,  is  by 
an  independent  supply.  The  House  of  Commons,  when  the  debate  was  brought  on  the  other  day,  took  that  subject 
up,  and  it  was  universally  on  all  sides  agreed  that  London  must  have  a  separate  supply.  Whether  it  was  to  come 
from  the  Welsh  mountains,  or  whether  it  was  to  come  from  Derbyshire,  was  left  an  open  question,  but  the  feeling 
was,  and  I  think  my  colleague  will  bear  me  out,  that  any  other  scheme  that  was  brought  forward  would  be  only 
patching  things  up  for  a  short  time.  It  was  doing  a  great  detriment  to  the  neighbourhood  and  others,  and  the 
larger  scheme  would  have  to  be  taken  sooner  or  later.  We  should  insist  upon  having  a  larger  scheme  at  once. 
I  have  taken  the  liberty  of  mentioning  these  things,  because  I  think  it  is  wise,  at  any  rate,  to  tell  you  a  little  as  to 
what  the  real  feeling  is.  It  might  have  an  effect  on  your  judgment  as  to  the  way  in  which  yon  frame  your  Bill. 
You  may  take  it  from  me,  without  question,  that  if  you  bring  in  a  Bill  for  a  separate  supply,  you  will  have  the 
support  virtually  oi:  the  whole  House  of  Commons,  and  there  will  be  no  question  at  all  that  you  will  pass  your  Bill, 
and  you  will  not  interfere  with  Middlesex  then,  and  all  these  other  areas  will  have  no  object  in  opposing  you. 
You  will  be  left  to  yourselves,  and  I  hope  you  will  find  that  that  is  the  only  course  which  is  satisfactory  both  to 
the  citizens  of  London  and  to  the  people  all  round. 

Mr.  Haggif!.]  Do  I  understand  Mr.  Dixon-Hartland  to  say  that  the  London  County  Council  had  given  its 
approval  to  the  Bill  brought  in '? 

Mr.  Dixon- Ha  rtlaiid.']  No  ;  I  will  send  you  the  advertisement  if  you  like.  They  say  that  a  Bill  has  been 
brought  in  by  the  County  Council  which  will  enable  them  to  sell  their  water  to  the  London  Water  Companies,  and 
therefore  they  appeal  to  the  public  to  supply  them  with  more  money,  which  will  be  very  profitably  employed. 

Mr.  Haggis.]  That  is  the  vestries,  not  the  County  Council. 

Sir  Thomas  Farrer.]  The  County  Council  are  guiltless  of  any  such  thing. 

M.T.  Dixon-Hartland.]  lam  not  stating  that  it  is  not  so-  All  I  am  saying  is,  that  in  the  advertisement  they 
applied  to  the  public  to  give  them  more  money  on  that  ground.  I  do  not  insinuate  that  you  had  anything  to  do 
with  it.  I  tell  you  that  they  are  holding  out  that,  in  consequence  of  your  Bill,  they  want  more  money,  which  they 
say  they  can  make  a  profit  on. 

Mr.  Haggin.]  In  our  Bills  we  are  opposing  them  with  all  our  might. 

Mr.  Dixon-Hartland.]  They  drag  your  name  into  the  advertisement.  I  am  sorry  that  Sir  John  Lubbock  was 
not  present  to  hear  what  I  said  about  an  independent  supply.  I  am  quite  sure  he  would  bear  me  out  that  the 
feeling  of  the  House  of  Commons  is  that  there  has  been  quite  enough  taken  out  of  the  Thames,  and  that  there 
ought  to  be  an  independent  supply. 

Sir  John  Lubbock.]  I  am  sorry  I  was  not  here  earlier.  I  may  say  that  I  believe  the  feeling  of  the  House  of 
Commons  would  be  in  favour  of  that. 

Mr.  Howiinl  (County  Council  of  Middlesex).]  I  only  wish  to  support  the  views  that  have  been  laid  before  you 
by  the  chairman  of  our  County  Council,  and  by  Mr.  Dixon-Hartland.  I  concur  most  sincerely  as  to  the  feeling  of 
the  House  of  Commons  about  the  independent  source  of  supply.  I  only  wish  to  put  before  you  specially  the  case 
of  the  Lee  Valley.  I  think  the  House  of  Commons  is  equally  determined  that  no  more  shall  be  taken  out  of  the 
Lee  itself,  and  as  I  see  that  there  is  some  intantion  or  some  idea  of  deepening  the  wells  in  the  chalk  there,  we 
oppose  that  as  far  as  we  can,  as  it  interferes  with  our  independent  sources  of  supply  in  the  district  which  I 
represent.  Therefore,  I  hope  that  the  course  taken  by  the  London  County  Council  will  be  that  suggested  by  my 
colleague,  of  an  independent  source  of  supply. 

Mr.  Whittingham  (Essex  County  Council).]  Sir,  as  chairman  of  the  Local  Board  of  Walthamstow  I  summoned 
a  conference.  At  that  conference  we  had  the  benefit  of  the  presidency  of  Sir  Henry  Ibbetson,  and  at  that 
conference  we  had  a  very  full  representation  from  all  the  districts  round  London.  I  am  also  on  the  Essex  County 
Council,  and  I  wish  to  speak  on  behalf  of  that  council,  as  far  as  I  can  individually  speak.  There  has  been  no 
meeting  of  the  council ;  its  chairman  would  have  been  here  to-day  only  he  is  compelled  to  be  at  Chelmsford  at  the 
meeting  of  the  council.  I  can  speak  for  him  and  the  conference,  and  the  council,  so  far  as  the  resolution  passed 
there  connects  the  council,  and  I  say  that  they  all  take  the  one  strong  point  ;  that  there  should  be  due 
representation  of  the  outer  districts  upon  whatever  be  the  water  authority.  I  can  only  say  that,  so  far  as  I  know, 
nothing  at  present  seems  so  favourable  to  them  as  this  sketch  which  you  have  been  good  enough  to  send  round. 
It  has  not  been  placed  before  my  local  Board  ;  there  have  been  no  particulars  before  them.  Without  committing 
the  Board,  I  should  like  to  appear  here  to-day  to  say  that  generally  it  seems  to  come  nearer  to  the  understanding 
that  we  wished  for.  We  had  it,  unquestionably,  that  the  second  paragraph  must  have  full  attention.  I  certainly 
beg  to  endorse  everything  that  has  been  said  on  behalf  of  Middlesex,  and  on  behalf  of  Tottenham.  We  feel  strongly 
that  the  Lee  should  not  be  further  tapped  ;  but  we  do  feel  this,  and  this  is  a  point  that  I  should  like  to  ask  your 
consideration  of,  seeing  that  the  artesian  well  supply  is  the  supply  of  our  own  district,  it  would  be  rather  hard  lines 
to  have  to  part  with  that  to  the  central  authority,  and  then  have  to  purchase  it  back  again.  We  consider  that  in 
our  district,  and  probably  it  is  the  same  in  others,  there  are  two  sources  of  supply.  Those  sources  are  mixed,  and 
they  get,  as  they  mix,  worse.  Therefore,  it  would  be  advantageous  to  a  district  like  ours  to  retain  its  own  supply 
from  artesian  wells,  which  from  all  one  learns  would  be  adequate  for  such  districts  as  lie  in  Essex.  That  is  the  one 
remark  I  should  like  to  make  upon  that,  that  to  part  with  it  and  then  to  have  to  purchase  it  back  again  would  be 
the  reverse  of  what  we  think  is  the  right  position,  namely,  that  we  should  have  the  option  of  retaining  the  sources 
of  supply  for  our  own  district. 

Then  we  should  like  to  urge,  that  as  far  as  representation  goes,  it  should  be  a  representation  which  would 
have  full  knowledge  of  what  was  going  on.  That  is  why,  in  the  County  of  Essex,  I  think  there  is  a  very  strong 
opinion  that  there  should  be  direct  representation  either  upon  a  water  trust,  or  upon  an  executive  which  would  be 
an  independent  authority  or  a  body  like  the  County  Council  of  London,  which  is  recognised  as  the  natural  body  to 
undertake  the  matter,  which  would  appoint  such  a  committee  that  we  could  have  a  representation  upon  it,  and  not 
have  our  views  beaten  out  by  the  vote  of  the  Council.  I  admit  that  there  is  a  very  great  difficulty,  but  we  say  that 
this  appears  to  bring  the  matter  nearer  to  a  direct  issue  than  anything  which  has  come  before  us  at  present. 

384.  U  U  2  Mr, 
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Mr.  Littler.]  I  should  just  like  to  say  one  thing  with  regard  to  Middlesex  :  I  think  I  am  right  in  saying  that' 
•with  the  exception  of  one  authority  in  Middlesex,  we  represent  not  only  the  County  Council,  but  all  the  30 
authorities.  There  was  one  authority  which  said  it  was  in  favour  of  the  Vestry  Bill  ;  that  authority  is  one  which 
is  supplied  by  the  East  Barnet  Water  Company,  and  it  has  not  the  slightest  interest  in  the  matter. 

Mr,  Gordon  Mullen.]  I  attend  here  to  represent  some  two  or  three  of  the  Kent  authorities.  If  we  are  going  to 
discuss  the  proposals  as  they  stand,  I  would  venture,  with  your  permission,  to  place  our  views  before  you  with 
regard  to  head  of  proposal  No.  1.  I  should  like  to  suggest,  on  behalf  of  the  authorities  that  I  have  the  honour  to 
represent,  that  proposal  No.  1  will  be  acceptable  to  them  if  it  could  be  slightly  amended.  It  is  '•  That  the  system 
of  water  management  and  distribution,  as  generally  adopted  at  the  principal  provincial  towns,  would  be  preferable 
for  application  to  London  and  neighbourhood,  rather  than  the  '  Trust '  system  as  proposed  by  the  pending  Bill." 
I  am  going  to  invite  the  attention  of  those  present  to  this,  and  to  ask  whether  you  would  strike  out  the  words  "  as 
generally  adopted  at  the  principal  provincial  towns,"  and  insert  the  words  "  local  authorities  of  the  various  districts." 
As  far  as  we  are  concerned,  we  agree  that  the  London  County  Council  should  be  the  proper  authority  for  adminis- 
tering the  water  affairs  of  the  Metropolis,  and  we  contend  that  we  are  the  proper  authorities  for  administering  the 
water  affairs  of  our  districts.  We  ask  that  those  words  should  be  inserted,  and  I  am  authorised  to  assert,  on  behalf 
of  the  Kentish  authorities,  that  we  should  be  prepared  to  accept  that  proposal  with  that  amendment.  Following  on 
the  words  of  the  last  speaker,  I  can  say  that  there  is  no  desire  on  the  part  of  the  authorities  that  I  represent  to  have 
any  representation  whatever  on  any  Metropolitan  Trust.  We  agree  that  the  authority  of  the  district  itself  should 
be  the  proper  authority  to  control  its  water  affairs,  and  therefore  we  should  not  ask  for  any  representation  whatever 
on  any  metropolitan  authority,  but  would  rather  be  allowed  to  purchase  our  own  water  supply,  and  to  administer 
our  own  water  affairs.  Therefore,  Sir,  with  your  permission,  I  beg  to  move  that  head  of  proposal  No.  1  be  accepted 
as  amended  in  the  way  I  suggested,  by  the  substitution  of  the  words  "  local  authorities  of  the  various  districts,"  for 
the  words  "  principal  provincial  towns."  The  great  objection  to  that  word  "  towns  "  is,  that  there  are  so  many 
systems  adopted  by  the  principal  towns,  that  it  would  rather  be  confusing  than  otherwise.  If,  on  the  contrary,  we 
commit  ourselves  to  the  proposal  that  the  local  authority  is  the  proper  authority  for  administering  the  water  affairs 
of  the  district  

Mr.  Haggis.]  But  if  water  is  supplied  in  bulk,  as  we  suggest,  it  would  be  in  the  hands  of  the  local  authority  for 
distribution  and  for  rating. 

Mr.  Gordon  Mullen.]  Then  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  amendment  I  propose. 

Mr.  Haggis.]  Well,  that  is  the  principle. 

Mr.  Gordon  Mullen.']  That  being  so,  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  amendment,  and  I  venture  to  submit, 
with  all  respect,  that  it  would  more  clearly  express  the  intention. 

Mr.  Douhleday.]  We  are  acting  for  a  town,  and  not  a  local  district. 

Chairman.]  The  intention  is  to  follow  Manchester  and  other  systems  which  have  been  laid  down,  in  which 
the  authority  for  the  management  of  the  water  and  distribution  is  the  central  authority,  although  it  may  draw 
water  from  outside  that  area,  or  may  buy  up  companies  which  have  a  jurisdiction  outside  their  own  particular  area. 
The  object  you  have  in  view  is  intended  to  be  reserved  entirely  under  proposal  No.  3,  coupled  with  4  and  5.  No.  3 
is  "  that  the  supply  of  water  in  each  district  in  the  Metropolitan  water  area,  outside  the  boundary  of  the  County  of 
London,  should  be  as  far  as  practicable  in  the  hands  of  the  local  authority  of  such  district.  Then,  under  head 
No.  5,  it  is  proposed  to  give  the  local  authority  outside  "  the  option  either  of  purchasing  on  suitable  terms  so  much 
of  the  works  of  distribution  as  is  appropriated  to  the  district  of  such  local  authority,  with  the  right  to  a  supply  of 
water  in  bulk  from  the  London  Council  on  terms  to  be  arranged,"  or  "  having  water  supplied  direct  by  the  London 
County  Council."  The  object  of  Nos.  3,  4,  and  5,  is  co  leave  the  local  authority  in  control  of  its  local  works,  and 
certainly  the  feeling  of  the  County  Council,  and  the  desire  of  the  County  Council,  is  not  to  interfere  in  any  way 
with  the  area  outside  with  regard  to  distribution  or  otherwise.  But  it  is  clear  that  if  the  central  authority  is  to 
purchase  works  which  extend,  or  an  undertaking  which  extends,  outside  the  area,  they  must  acquire  the  entire 
undertaking,  and  having  once  got  it,  and  being  put  to  the  expense  of  the  acquisition,  then  every  right  would  be 
preserved,  and  every  interest  would  be  preserved,  in  the  outside  local  authority,  if  they  had  those  powers  which  are 
sketched  under  heads  Nos.  3,  4,  and  5,  and  it  would  only  impair  the  proposal  that  the  London  County  Council  is  to 
be  the  central  authority  for  the  management  and  distribution  of  these  systems  by  inserting  the  words  you  suggest 
by  gi'^ing  it  local  authorities,  instead  of  taking,  as  in  the  context  here  is  mentioned,  that  system  which  is 

adopted  in  the  principal  provincial  towns.  It  has  been  legislated  upon  for  Manchester,  G-lasgow,  and  several  other 
places. 

Mr.  Gordon  Mullen.]  I  quite  understand  the  views  that  you  have  expressed,  and  on  behalf  of  the  authorities 
that  I  represent  we  are  quite  prepared  to  accept  No.  3  as  it  stands.  The  only  thing  that  we  have  in  our  minds  is 
that  No.  1  would  be  more  consistent  with  No.  3,  amended  in  the  way  I  suggested,  Of  course,  if  that  does  not 
commend  itself  to  the  meeting,  I  will  not  push  it  further.  That  would  leave  the  London  County  Council  the 
absolute  control  of  the  supply  of  water  to  the  district. 

I  quite  agree  with  what  the  Chairman  said,  that  Parliament  would  not  for  a  moment  agree  that  the 
London  County  Council  should  be  only  authorised  to  buy  a  portion  of  the  undertaking.  Take  our  Kent 
waterworks.  They  supply  an  area  in  the  district  I  represent  ten  times  the  area  of  the  district  they  would  supply 
in  the  metropolis.  But  if  you  take  over  a  water  company's  undertaking  in  its  entirety,  you  would  take  it  over 
and  arrange  with  us  as  to  the  remainder,  or  sell  to  us  the  remainder.  I  see  the  point  with  regard  to  that.  If  the 
amendment  is  not  accepted  I  will  not  push  it  further,  but  I  still  think  from  our  point  of  view  it  would  be  better. 
It  would  be  clearly  more  convincing  to  the  outside  authorities  if  the  words  "  as  generally  adopted  at  the  principal 
provincial  towns  "  were  struck  out,  and  the  words  "  local  authorities  of  the  various  districts  "  inserted. 

The  systems  adopted  in  provincial  towns  differ  in  many  different  ways  from  one  end  of  the  kingdom  to  the 
other.  The  substitution  of  the  words  "  the  local  authorities  of  the  various  districts,"  would  carry  it  home  more 
clearly  to  the  outside  or  extra-metropolitan  area  which  are  so  vitally  interested  in  this  measure. 

Mr.  Turner  (Watford  Local  Board).]  Am  I  right  in  assuming  that  the  words  "  metropolitan  water  area  "  mean 
the  area  of  the  eight  recognised  metropolitan  water  companies  ? 

Chairman.]  Yes. 

Mr.  Turner.]  Then  that  puts  me  out  of  court. 

Sir  John  Lubbock.]  I  ,may  point  out,  with  reference  to  Mr.  Mullen's  remarks,  that  what  we  are  now  dealing 
-with  is  rather  a  question  of  the  distribution  of  supply  outside.  I  do  not  think  there  is  so  great  a  difference  in  that 
respect.  The  really  effective  clauses  are  Nos.  4  and  5  ;  1,  2,  and  3  are  rather  introductory.  Perhaps,  if  we  put  in 
a  word  in  No.  4  that  these  objects  should  be  effected,  so  as  to  cover  the  first  three,  to  a  certain  extent  that  might 
meet  his  view.  I  am  rather  reluctant  to  introduce  any  alteration  that  can  possibly  be  avoided,  as  we  have  other 
bodies  to  consider  in  addition  to  those  that  we  may  have  the  pleasure  of  meeting  here  to  day.  It  is  rather 
awkward  to  make  alterations  which  may  lead  to  a  misunderstanding  elsewhere,  although  we  may  understand  them 
here.  Though  I  have  not  the  honour  of  speaking  on  behalf  of  Kent,  still  I  live  in  Kent,  and  my  interests  are 
Kentish  interests.    The  reason  why  I  say  this  arrangement  would  be  a  dangerous  one  for  Kent  (which  observation, 
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of  course,  applies  also  to  Hertfordshire  and  Middlesex),  is  that  there  is  no  other  body  except  the  County  Council 
which  is  likely  to  be  able  to  obtain  powers  to  introduce  an  Act  of  Parliament  to  further  a  new  supply.  Unless 
that  is  done,  I  feel,  speaking  for  Kent  (and  I  have  no  doubb  the  same  is  the  case  elsewhere),  wells  will  be  drained 
more  and  more,  and  we  shall  be  more  and  more  deprived  of  water.  The  present  state  of  things  is  bad  enough 
already,  and,  of  course,  as  population  increases  it  will  go  from  bad  to  worse.  I  am  therefore  anxious  on  behalf  of 
Kent  that  there  should  be  a  plan  arrived  at  by  which  we  might  introduce  into  the  metropolitan  area  a  supply  of 
water  from  outside. 

You  are  probably  aware  of  the  resolution  which  was  passed  at  the  London  County  Council.  Although  it  is 
not  an  absolute  pledge,  still  it  indicates,  I  think,  very  clearly,  what  the  views  of  the  County  Council  are  in  that 
respect.  It  was  in  hopes  of  being  able  to  carry  out  an  arrangement  of  that  kind  that  I  think  it  would  be 
desirable  if  we  could  come  to  an  arrangement  to-day,  if  possible.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  practical  difficulty  in 
the  words. 

Mr.  Gordon  Mulleii.]  After  those  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  will  withdraw  my  amendment.  It  was 
with  a  view  of  making  it  clearer  ;  but  after  the  remarks  which  have  fallen  from  Sir  John  Lubbock,  I  will  not  press 
the  amendment  any  further. 

Mr.  WTeVZiani  J/rtv/ (Bromley  Rural  Sanitary  Authority).]  Mr.  Chairman,  I  represent  one  or  two  authorities  in 
Kent,  and  I  think  there  is  no  doubt  that  we  are  unanimous  on  two  points.  First,  that  the  water  supply  of  the 
metropolis  should  be  vested  in  the  London  County  Council.  Second,  that  the  water  supply  of  the  areas  outside 
the  metropolis  should  be  vested  in  the  local  authorities  outside  the  metropolis.  As  far  as  I  can  speak,  I 
unhesitatingly  agree  to  the  first  and  the  third  paragraphs  of  the  heads  of  proposals. 

Now,  Sir,  I  take  it  that  we  have  all  at  this  conference  one  common  object,  and  that  is  that  we  do  not  like  the 
Metropolis  Supply  Bill,  and  that  we  would  like  to  have  that  withdrawn,  and  I  take  it  that  the  London  County 
Councd  would  like  to  go  to  the  Committee,  and  that  they  would  like  to  state  that  they  are  prepared  to  take  any 
measure  as  early  as  possible  to  take  over  the  water  supply  of  the  metropolis,  and  to  undertake  that  they  would 
leave  in  the  hands  of  the  local  authorities  outside  the  metropolis  their  own  water  management.  That  being  so, 
I  have  to  suggest  this  with  regard  to  the  other  clauses,  which  are  open  to  a  great  deal  of  discussion,  especially 
Clause  No.  2.  Speaking  of  No.  2,  as  far  as  I  can  gather  from  the  intimations  that  have  dropped  from  the 
Committee,  it  is  rather  doubtful  to  my  mind  whether  they  are  inclined  to  allow  any  more  time  for  investigation 
of  the  water  companies,  and  to  say  they  may  object  to  that  clause.  But  as  to  Nos.  4  and  5,  as  representing  the 
outside  authorities,  there  are  so  many  questions  that  arise  to  one's  mind  as  to  what  shall  be  the  position  of  the 
outside  authorities,  and  what  shall  be  the  position  of  the  London  County  Council,  that  I  think  it  would  not  be  wise 
to  discuss  those  measures  at  present.  For  instance,  these  clauses  lay  down,  as  I  understand  them,  and  a?  I  read 
them,  that  the  London  County  Council  shall  buy  up  all  the  eight  companies  supplying  water  within  the 
metropolitan  area,  and  that  they  shall  simply  sell  to  the  outside  authorities  the  distribution  works.  I  am  not  at  all 
sure  that  that  would  be  satisfactory,  because,  speaking  for  Kent,  the  district  which  I  represent,  I  understand  that 
we  represent  about  130,000  square  miles  outside,  against  thirty  square  miles  within  the  metropolis  ;  and  I  am  not 
at  all  sure  whether  it  would  not  be  the  duty  of  the  Kent  County  Council  to  take  away  the  water  supply  for  a 
large  district  like  that,  and  take  entire  charge.  So  that,  as  regards  Nos.  4  and  5,  I  think  it  is  a  very  grave  question 
whether  they  should  be  put  forward  before  the  Committee,  especially  if  the  London  County  Council  intend  to  go  into 
the  efficiency  ;  and  if  they  ?ome  to  the  conclusion  that  to  efficiently  supply  London,  they  must  go  further  afield, 
into  Wales  or  Cumberland,  or  elsewhere,  then  the  question  as  to  Kent  will  never  arise.  I  think  that  until  they 
have  gone  into  the  question  of  efficiency,  Nos.  4  and  5  should  be  left  out,  and  the  London  County  Council  should  limit 
themselves  to  the  two  propositions,  fit'st,  that  they  are  prepared  to  take  the  water  supply  of  the  metropolis,  and, 
secondly,  that  they  are  prepared  (and,  as  I  understand,  all  the  authorities  outside  the  metropolitan  area  are  also 
agreed)  to  be  the  water  authority  for  their  district.  Those  are  two  sound  points  which  I  think  would  commend 
themselves  to  the  Committee.  As  far  as  I  can  judge,  I  think  the  London  County  Council  and  all  the  authorities 
outside  would  do  well  to  agree  to  those  two  points  simply. 

Sir  John  Lubbock.'}  Would  it  not  be  convenient  now  if  we  were  to  take  these  heads  of  proposals  paragraph  by 
paragraph  ?  I  think  there  is  a  good  deal  of  force  in  what  Mr.  May  has  said,  but  I  think  we  shall  be  able  to  satisfy 
him  if  we  come  to  Nos.  4  and  5,  that  there  are  stronger  reasons  for  adopting  than  for  postponing  them.  They 
would  be,  perhaps,  more  conveniently  discussed  if  we  were  to  take  the  questions  paragraph  by  paragraph. 

Chairmaii.']  If  there  is  no  other  general  observation  made,  I  think  it  would  be  more  conducive  to  business 
if  we  proceeded  with  these  propositions  regularly  and  seriatim. 

The  view  that  the  Council  take  is,  that  certainly  there  ought  to  be  no  more  water  taken  out  of  the  Thames. 
That  is  at  present  the  advice  that  is  given  to  them,  but  that  is  a  matter  which  must  be  investigated,  though  con- 
sidered before  we  can  purchase,  or  do  anything  with  reference  to  the  question  of  purchase.  It  necessarily  bears  so 
very  much  upon  the  question  of  price,  as  to  whether  the  future  supply  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  existing  water 
companies,  or  whether  the  arbitration  is  to  proceed  upon  the  basis  that  the  future  requirements  and  the  future 
supply  may  fall,  in  the  discretion  of  Parliament,  into  other  hands  than  those  of  the  existing  water  companies.  That 
is  the  second  paragraph. 

Now,  I  think  it  would  be  perhaps  paying  more  attention  to  business  if  we  took  them  seriatim,  and  I  would 
therefore  submit  the  first  proposition  contained  in  the  paper  before  you.  It  is  "  that  the  system  of  water  manage- 
ment and  distribution,  as  generally  adopted  at  the  principal  provincial  towns,  would  be  preferable  for  application  to 
London  and  neighbourhood,  rather  than  the  '  Trust  '  system  as  proposed  by  the  pending  Bill."  If  you  desire  to 
heai;  Mr.  Cripps  upon  what  that  general  system  is  in  the  principal  towns,  I  daresay  he  will  be  able  to  give  you  the 
information  and  tell  you  exactly  the  precedents  in  Parliament  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  William  May.]  I  think  we  are  almost  unanimous  on  this  point. 

Mr.  Gordon  Mullen.']  As  a  question  of  wording,  would  it  not  be  better  to  have  "  the  establishment  of  water 
trusts,"  instead  of  the  words  proposed. 

Mr.  Ilutjijis.]  I  think  it  would  be  better. 

Chairman.]  Then  I  will  put  it  to  the  meeting  as  now  framed,  including  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Mullen— 
"  That  the  system  of  water  management  and  distribution,  as  generally  adopted  at  the  principal  provincial  towns, 
would  be  preferable  for  application  to  London  and  neighbourhood,  rather  than  the  establishment  of  a  water  trust 
as  proposed  by  the  pending  Bill." 

(The  motion  was  put  to  the  meeting  and  carried  unanimously.) 

Now,  the  second  question  is  :  "  That  the  question  of  the  efficiency  of  the  present  sources  of  supply  for  the 
future  requirements  of  London  and  neighbourhood  must  be  adequately  investigated  before  any  decision  can  be  come 
to  as  to  the  expediency  of  terms  of  purchasing  all  or  any  part  of  the  undertakings  of  the  water  companies."  On 
that  proposition  Sir  Thomas  Farrer  may  make  a  few  observations,  and  then  we  will  open  the  matter  for  general 
discussion. 

Sir  Thomas  Farrer.]  What  has  led  the  Council  to  this  consideration  are  the  following  arguments:  If  we  are  to 
go  as  the  Vestries  Bill  proposes,  if  we  are  to  be  compelled  to  go  into  an  im-n  siiati  pur^hise  of  the  water  companies, 
the  question  will  arise,  what  are  we  purchasing  and  what  is  its  value  ?  Its  value  really  depends  par  haps,  more  than 
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^anything  else,  upon  a  variety  of  circumstances,  upon  the  whole  state  of  the  plant  and  undertakiuo-  of  the  water 
companies,  and  above  all,  on  the  efficiency  of  their  present  supply  and  sources  of  supply.  If  we  are"  to  be  obliged 
to  purchase  by  arbitration  at  present,  and  without  knowing  whether  we  are  going  for  a  future  supply  the  arbitrator 
would  be  in  the  greatest  possible  difficulty.  If  he  were  to  have  to  go  into  the  question  whether  London  will  have 
to  go  for  a  future  supply  or  not,  you  would  have  to  put  into  the  hands  of  the  arbitrator  a  question  which  is  really  a 
question  for  this  Council  and  Parliament,  and  of  the  utmost  possible  difficulty.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  were  not 
to  go  into  that  question,  he  would  be  obliged  to  give  the  companies  terms,  as  Mr.  Smith  under  Lord  Cross'  scheme 
proposed,  founded  upon  the  present  market  value  of  their  shares  on  the  Stock  Exchange,  or  upon  the  amounts  which 
rightly  or  wrongly,  they  have  been  recently  distributing  as  dividends,  and  then  the  result  would  be  that  London 
would  have  to  purchase  at  an  enormous  price  (as  Mr.  Smith  proposed)  the  present  companies,  and  then  havino-  done 
that,  and  having  purchased  these  companies  as  if  they  had  an  indefeasible,  indestructible,  perennial,  source  of  supply 
immediately  they  would  have  to  go  to  Parliament  and  spend  15,000,000/.  more  for  bringing  a  supply  from  Wales  or 
from  some  distant  district.  Now,  if  we  have  to  go  for  that  distant  supply,  and  the  feeling  of  the  i^entlemen  bere  is 
rather  that  we  shall  have  to  go  for  it,  surely  we  ought  to  do  that  in  the  first  instance.  If  that  has  to  be  done  at  all 
it  must  be  done  by  some  central  authority.  If  they  are  to  do  it,  let  them  do  it  themselves,  and  then  let  them  come 
to  the  companies  and  say,  "  Here  we  have  an  independent  supply,  we  are  willing  to  pay  you  the  real  value  of  your 
undertaking,  but  we  are  not  willing  to  pay  you  an  extravagant  price  for  supplies  wliich  may  prove  to  be  insufficient." 
For  these  reasons  the  Council  have  determined  that  the  question  of  the  investigation  of  the  new  source  of  supply 
must  precede  the  investigation  of  the  terms  of  the  purchase,  and  we  trust  you  gentlemen  will  be  of  the  same  opinion 
as  we  are  on  that  matter. 

Mr.  William  Mai/.]  I  have  mei-ely  one  or  two  observations  to  make  upon  that  point.  It  is  really  a  question  for 
the  County  Council.  If  they  think  it  desirable  that  this  second  paragraph  should  remain,  well  and  good.  Possibly 
if  it  remains,  they  would  not  mention  it  to  the  Committee  ;  the  point  that  I  mention  is  this  :  the  Committee,  from 
what  they  have  thrown  out  from  time  to  time,  seem  to  take  it  for  granted  that  something  is  to  be  done,  and  they  do 
not  seem,  as  far  I  can  gather,  inclined  to  wait  for  further  investigation.  If  the  London  County  Council  think 
differently,  and  think  it  is  desirable  that  that  clause  should  remain,  I  have  not  another  word  to  say  ;  I  only  point  it 
out  as  a  matter  of  policy  before  the  Parliamentary  Committee.  ' 

Sir  Thomas  Farrer.']  The  Committee  have  not  committed  themselves  in  any  way.  I  have  been  reading  what 
they  have  said,  which  is  much  more  qualified  when  you  come  to  read  the  whole  of  it,  and  besides,  the  Committee 
have  not  yet  heard  our  evidence.  They  hare  to  hear  our  case,  and  their  opinion  may  be  a  very  different  one  when 
they  have  heard  our  case. 

Mr.  William  May."]  I  have  been  in  the  Committee  Eoom  every  day,  and  I  think  you  can  judge  far  better  by 
hearing  what  is  dropped  by  the  Committee  than  when  you  read  what  they  say.  The  tone  has  a  great  deal  to  do 
with  it  when  one  is  watching  the  progress  of  a  Bill  like  this. 

Chairman.']  The  Council  consider  this  a  fundamental  point.  They  de'sire  the  assistance  of  districts 
outside  in  every  possible  way  in  showing  for  many  reasons  that  it  is  physically  impossible  to  give  a  larger  quantity 
of  water  than  what  is  now  drawn  from  the  existing  arrangement.  If  you  can  assist  the  Council  in  that  way,  by 
that  class  of  evidence,  we  certainly  shall  be  much  more  hopeful  of  the  defeat  of  this  Vestry  Bill  than  without  it. 

Mr.  William  May.]  Oh,  no.    I  only  point  it  out  as  a  matter  of  policy. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Baker  (Beckenham,  Bromley,  Dartford,  and  other  authorities).]  I  would  point  out  that  this  question 
ought  to  be  shelved  for  the  present,  until  we  have  heard  the  evidence  which  the  London  County  Council  are  going 
to  give.  It  seems  rather  premature  for  us  to  pass  a  resolution  on  a  supposition  which  we  know  nothing  about. 
Moreover,  I  should  like  to  point  out  this :  I  think  the  authorities  who  are  represented  here  have  very  little 
interest  in  this  question.  Most  of  those  who  are  present  represent  Kent.  I  think  Kent  is  almost  entirely  repre- 
sented here.  The  other  authorities  that  I  am  aware  of  that  are  represented  here  are  Essex,  and  I  think  they  are 
satisfied  with  their  supply — the  East  London.  Therefore  it  is  only  the  other  supplies,  that  is  to  say,  those  who 
are  supplied  by  the  New  River  Company,  the  Grand  Junction,  the  South wark  and  Vauxhall,  Lambeth  and  the 
others,  who  would  be  affected  by  the  proposals  which  the  London  County  Council  intend  to  make,  that  is,  to  go  to 
Wales  or  do  anything  else  to  get  a  further  supply.  If  the  London  County  Council  went  to  Wales  and  spent 
15,000,000/.  for  the  purpose  of  getting  a  further  supply,  we  in  Kent  should  most  strongly  oppose  such  a  thing. 
The  water  is  lying  at  our  feet,  and  we  could  get  that  water  and  distribute  it  at  a  cost  of  about  'Id.  per  1,000  gallons. 
Therefore  it  would  be  very  wrong  that  we  should  be  called  on  to  pay  any  part  of  the  expenses  of  procuring  a  new 
supply,  which  we  do  not  need,  from  Wales.  I  therefore  think  that  we  ought  not  to  be  called  upon  at  this  meeting 
to  adopt  this  resolution,  and  that  if  we  do  adopt  it  it  is  not  worth  very  much. 

Sir  John  Lubbock.]  I  think  that  Mr.  Baker,  if  he  will  kindly  consider  the  matter  a  little  further,  will  see  that 
our  interests  in  Kent  are  not  what  he  supposes.  The  object  of  this  is  that  we  should  not  be  giving  too  large  a 
price  in  buying  up  the  interests  of  the  water  companies.  Of  course,  eventually  all  these  districts  will,  to  a  certain 
extent,  have  an  interest  in  common,  and  if  too  large  a  price  is  paid  to  the  water  companies,  it  is  quite  clear  the 
water  will  cost  us  more  than  it  would  do  if  we  were  able  to  buy  them  on  more  reasonable  terms.  Therefore  the 
interests  of  Kent  in  that  respect  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  rest.  I  am  surprised  to  hear  what  he  says  about  the 
water  lying  at  our  feet  in  Kent.  Being  interested  in  that  county,  I  rather  think  it  is  not  desirable  that  a  larger 
quantity  of  water  should  be  drained  from  Kent  to  supply  the  metropolis.  It  is  being  pumped  to  a  considerable 
extent  at  present.  Individually  I  would  prefer  that  that  should  not  be  carried  on  further.  The  whole  question  is 
that  we  should  not  be  giving  too  high  a  price  to  the  water  companies.  In  that  respect  our  interests  are  identical. 
The  expense  of  bringing  water  from  Wales  or  elsewhere  if  required  would  not  fall  especially  upon  Kent,  it  should 
be  a  matter  for  the  whole  of  the  area.  Whether  that  is  done  or  not,  it  is  clear  that  it  is  not  desirable  to  give  more 
than  a  fair  price  to  the  water  companies  that  are  bought  up.    In  that  the  interests  of  the  districts  are  alike. 

Sir  Thomas  Farrer.]  It  is  not  a  question  of  bringing  water  from  the  outside  or  not.  The  question  is  whether 
we  are  to  pay  the  water  companies  in  the  first  instance  for  the  whole  of  the  water  supply,  as  if  there  was  a  perfect 
supply,  and  then  to  have  to  add  to  that  the  price  of  bringing  the  water  from  elsewhere.  That  affects  Kent  as 
much  as  it  does  any  part  of  the  district. 

Sir  Thomas  Farrer.]  I  do  not  understand  that  this  gentleman  wishes  to  oppose  it,  if  we  think  it  desirable  ? 

Chairm<(n.]  This  inquiry  would  tend  necessarily  to  reduce  the  purchase  money  to  be  paid  to  the  companies 
if  the  local  authorities  outside  are  to  take  back  again  a  portion  of  the  property  so  purchased,  the  more  we  reduce 
the  price  the  more  it  would  be  to  their  advantage  and  interest.  It  is  obvious  that  if  you  go  to  arbitration  for  the 
purchasing  of  a  company's  interest,  the  first  question  that  they  would  submit  would  be,  "  We  are  in  possession  of 
the  existing  supply ;  if  that  is  not  sufficient  we  can  go  to  Parliament.  Wq  can  obtain  leave  to  introduce  a  new 
supply,  and  then  that  would  bring  us  in  so  much  income  upon  so  much  capital  outlay.  Therefore  you,  the 
arbitrator,  must  discount  probable  and  contingent  value  of  that  future  interest  which  we  shall  get  by  extending 
our  system."  I  answer,  if  we  thoroughly  investigate  the  source  of  supply,  we  must  not  attribute  future  supply 
entirely  to  the  existing  companies.  That  cannot  be  done  without  you  thoroughly  investigate  the  efficiency  of  the 
present  sources.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  a  matter  in  which  the  interests  of  those  outside  the  county  are  absolutely 
identical  with  that  of  those  who  are  inside  the  county.  We  do  not  for  a  moment  contemplate  any  ground  where 
jWe  have  not  a  common  interest  in  reducing  the  price  to  be  paid  to  the  water  companies. 
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Mr.  Doubleday.']  I  presume  lam  correct  in  saying  that  the  outside  districts  will  have  to  buy  back  their  rights 
on  the  average  of  the  whole  expense  on  their  undertaking,  and  not  the  price  at  which  they  could  got  water  from 
their  own  districts.  Therefore,  if  the  whole  undertaking  of  the  eight  companies  could  be  bought  three  or  four 
millions  cheaper,  each  district  which  would  buy  back  their  right  would  buy  back  their  right  that  proportion 
lower. 

Mr.  Gordon  M'dlen.']  Surely  this  is  not  your  ruling.  It  is  not  your  rulin;;  tnat  you  propose  to  buy  up  the  eight 
water  companies  and  make  a  common  fund  of  it,  and  charge  pro  rata  on  the  whole  of  the  fund  ;  that  is  to  say,  to 
take  a  supposititious  or  hypothetical  case,  if  we  are  now  buying  water  from  our  own  wells  in  our  own  districts,  and 
paying  the  company  for  it,  you  have  to  pay  an  enormous  price  for  buying  up  the  New  River  Company,  and 
apportion  it  generally  to  each  district.  The  proposal  is  that  the  value  should  be  made  out  in  a  common  fund,  and 
charged  ^wo  i-cfu  on  a  district  like  Kent. 

Chairman.']  You  see  it  is  only  giving  the  option  to  purchase  on  suitable  terms. 

Mr.  Gordon  ^[idhn.']  I  should  not  like  it  to  be  placed  on  record  for  a  single  moment  that  Kent  stood  up  and 
assented  to  that,  any  more  than  as,  if  I  rightly  understood  Sir  Thomas  Farrar,  the  purchase  of  water  from  wells 
was  brought  into  the  metropolis,  Kent  would  have  to  bear  its  proportion  where  it  has  its  own  wells,  with  an  ample 
supply  of  what  is  admitted  to  be  the  purest  water  in  the  kingdom. 

Sir  John  Lubbock.']  Kent  has  really  very  little  interest  in  the  matter,  we  have  a  sufficient  supply.  I  was  under 
the  impression  that  if  the  water  companies  were  bought  out,  and  Kent  elected  to  purchase  its  proportion  of  it,  it 
would  be  its  proportion  at  the  proportionate  price  of  what  was  paid  for  the  Kent  water  companies,  independently 
of  what  was  paid  for  the  New  River  Company. 

Mr.  Gordon  Mullen.]  Certainly,  that  is  so. 

Sir  John  Lubbock.]  More  than  that,  I  believe  that  those  gentlemen  who  represent  Kent  will  see  that  they  have 
not  very  much  interest  in  this  matter,  because  there  is  no  doubt  that  as  regards  Kent,  outside  the  metropolitan  area, 
we  shall  continue  to  have  enough  water  for  several  years,  and  therefore  we  are  in  a  diflEerent  position. 

Mr.  Whittingham.]  That  is  our  position  in  Essex. 

Chrdrman.]  If  there  is  no  other  observation,  I  should  like  to  submit  proposition  No.  2,  which  is  "  That  the 
question  of  the  efficiency  of  the  present  sources  of  supply  for  the  future  requirements  of  London  and  neighbourhood, 
must  be  adequately  investigated  before  any  decision  can  be  come  to,  as  to  the  expediency  or  terms  of  purchasing  all 
or  any  part  of  the  undertakings  of  the  water  companies." 

(The  proposition  was  put  and  carried  unanimously.) 

Now,  with  regard  to  No.  3,  it  proposes :  "  That  the  supply  of  water  in  each  district  in  the  metropolitan  water 
area  outside  the  boundary  of  the  county  of  London  should  be  as  far  as  practicable  in  the  hands  of  the  local 
authority  of  such  district,  and  within  the  county  of  London  in  the  hands  of  the  London  County  Council."' 
Observations  have  been  made  upon  that  ;  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  make  a  further  remark,  and  I  would  submit 
that  proposition  for  consideration. 

Mr.  Whittmgham.]  I  should  like  to  ask  how  the  county  authorities  would  be  affected  by  it  ?  They  have 
authority  over  the  streams  and  so  on,  and  they  look  with  some  jealousy  to  the  County  Council  taking  away  their 
authority.  They  are  not  referred  to  in  this  paragraph  at  all.  I  suppose  the  county  councils  in  each  of  the  other 
counties  would  have  a  voice,  and  they  would  feel  as  the  county  of  Essex  feels,  that  they  should  have  a 
representation,  perhaps.    I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Wilion  (East  Ham  Local  Board).]  I  take  it  that  the  local  authority  means  "  local  urban  authority."  You 
do  not  mean  county  council  ? 

Sir  Thomas  F'arrer.]  Whatever  authority  has  authority,  or  whatever  authority  may  have  authority  with  regard 
to  the  matter  of  water. 

Mr.  'Wilson.]  Then  that  would  apply  to  the  urban  sanitary  authority  ? 

Mr.  Gordon  Mullen.]  There  is  no  distinction  between  "  local  "  and  "  urban,"  qua.  water  supply. 
Chairman.]  I  will  put  No.  3. 

Mr.  William  May.]  I  think  it  is  unnecessary.    We  all  agree  to  that. 

(The  proposition  was  put  and  carried  unanimously.) 

Chairman.]  Now,  with  regard  to  No.  4,  Sir  John  Lubbock  has  suggested  that  the  word  "  this  "  the  second 
word  in  the  clause,  should  be  struck  out,  and  the  words  "  these  objects  "  inserted.  Then  the  clause  would  read, 
"  That  these  objects  should  be  effected  by  constituting  the  London  County  Council,  in  the  first  instance,  the  water 
authority  for  the  county  of  London,  and  for  the  adjoining  area  now  supplied  by  any  metropolitan  water  company 
whose  undertaking  may  be  acquired  by  the  London  County  Council."  It  seems  to  me  that  as  far  as  that  portion  of 
the  proposition  is  concerned,  it  flows  from  the  previous  resolution. 

Mr.  Baker,]  With  regard  to  these  two  propositions,  I  think  it  would  be  better  to  take  Nos.  4  and  5  together. 

Chairman.]  If  it  is  the  pleasure  of  the  meeting. 

Mr.  Baker.]  I  hardly  think  we  should  discuss  them.  They  are  matters  of  considerable  consequence  and 
importance,  and  I  do  not  think  any  of  the  representatives  here  could  bind  their  authorities  to  the  propositions  that 
are  laid  down.  Of  course,  how  the  objects  which  are  set  out  in  Nos.  1,  2,  and  3  are  to  be  carried  out  must  be  left 
to  Parliament  and  to  future  legislation.    I  do  not  think  we  can  go  any  further  into  this  matter. 

Mr.  Haggis.]  It  is  a  question  of  what  we  should  urge  upon  the  Parliamentary  Committee  now  sitting  to 
consider  the  matter. 

Mr.  Baker.]  I  think  it  should  be  left  to  future  legislation. 

Mr.  'Willium  May.]  So  far  as  I  am  concerned  with  reference  to  Nos.  4  and  5,  which  are  put  together,  I  should 
state  that  in  a  conference  we  had  this  morniiig,  extending,  I  think,  nearly  three  hours,  we  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  was  utterly  impossible  to  agree  to  these  terms  on  such  ;i,  short  notice,  but  if  we  had  an  intimation,  or  if  you 
had  an  intimation  from  the  Committee  that  they  desire  to  go  on  with  the  present  Bill,  and  that  they  would  be 
prepared  to  give  the  London  County  Council  the  power  to  do  as  the  heads  of  the  proposals  propose,  then  'it  occurred 
to  us  that  we  might  have  another  conference,  and  when  you  were  in  a  position  to  agree,  and  we  were  in  a  position 
to  agree,  very  likely  we  should  come  to  some  basis  of  arrangement.  But  at  present  you  are  not  in  a  position  to  agree 
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to  anything,  and  we  are  not  in  a  position  to  agree  to  anything,  and  from  what  we  know,  the  Bill  now  before 
Parliament  may  go  to  the  winds,  or  perhaps  next  year  we  may  come  again,  and  then  there  would  be  plenty  of  time 
to  consider  and  discuss  proposals  which  are  in  my  opinion  premature  at  the  present  moment.  So  far  as  the 
authority  I  represent  goes,  I  do  not  assent  to  Nos.  4  and  5. 

Sir  Joh7i  Lubbock.']  May  I  point  out  to  Mr.  May  that  Nos.  4  and  5  are  rather  important  to  gentlemen  present 
who  represent  outlying  areas,  Nos.  4  and  5  give  them  an  option  against  the  London  County  Council.  We  are 
anxious  to  do  everything  that  is  reasonable  and  fair,  and  we  are  anxious  to  go  before  the  Committee  of  the  House 
of  Commons  with  a  united  front  if  we  are  not  bound  up  for  time.  If  we  were  discussing  in  the  month  of 
October,  and  there  was  no  Parliamentary  Committee  sitting,  I  should  say  that  we  had  gone  as  far  as  we  need  go. 
After  the  friendly  explanations  which  have  taken  place  it  would  be  well  for  the  gentlemen  present  to  go  back 
to  their  own  representative  bodies  and  consult  them,  and  come  back  again.  The  question  really  is  whether  we 
are  likely  to  succeed  in  carrying  out  Nos.  1,  2,  and  3,  in  which  we  are  practically  unanimous.  I  take  it  that  if 
Mr.  Cripps  can  go  before  the  Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons,  and  say  that  in  substance  these  terms  are 
agreed  upon,  and  that  the  gentlemen  who  represent  the  outlying  areas  are  satisfied  in  the  main  with  its  advantages, 
and  that  something  should  be  drawn  from  these  lines,  there  is  more  prospect  of  getting  a  Bill  through  than  if  we 
go  with  a  divided  front.  There  are,  I  think,  practically  three  courses  open,  either  that  you  should  leave  the 
whole  supply  to  the  County  Council  ;  take  the  whole  supply  yourselves  :  or  take  water  in  bulk  from  us,  and  then 
distribute  it  as  you  please  to  the  residents  in  those  districts.  Practically  these  clauses  give  you  the  option  of 
selecting  which  you  prefer.  If  you  do  not  pass  Nos.  4  and  5,  then  it  is  possible  that  the  Parliamentary  Committee 
may  tie  the  matter  down,  and  then  the  option  will  not  be  open  to  you  hereafter.  I  throw  it  out  for  your 
consideration.  I  should  have  thought  that,  as  it  left  the  matter  in  your  hands,  on  the  whole  you  would  think  it 
desirable  that  the  County  Council  should  come  to  some,  I  will  not  say  agreement,  because  that  is  out  of  the 
question,  but  to  some  honourable  understanding  that  something  of  the  kind  should  be  carried. 

Mr.  Baker.l  I  beg  to  propose,  that  after  the  words  "  the  London  County  Council,"  in  the  second  line,  it  should 
read  in  this  way,  "  that  this  should  be  effected  by  constituting  the  London  County  Council  with  two  representatives 
from  the  county  councils  of  Essex,  Kent,  Hertfordshire,  and  Middlesex."  If  there  were  two  representatives 
from  each  of  those  authorities,  I  think  that  would  be  deemed  satisfactory  to  the  suburban  districts.  I  do  not 
know  whether  it  is  practicable. 

Mr.  Wilson,.']  I  may  say  on  behalf  of  one  of  the  sanitary  authorities  outside  that  I  do  not  think  that  would 
make  any  difference,  because  two  representatives  from  each  of  the  outlying  districts  would  be  utterly  swamped 
by  the  London  County  Council.  Speaking  of  my  own  area,  I  should  net  be  disposed  for  the  County  Council  to 
be  the  instituting  authority  in  the  matter.  I  should  not  consent  to  that,  unless  some  change  was  made  in  No.  5. 
The  opportunities  left  for  the  outlying  authorities  are  "  purchasing  on  suitable  terms."  That  is  a  vague  expression. 
Suitable  means  what  is  agreed  upon  between  buyer  and  seller,  and  nothing  else.  When  the  London  County 
Council  have  obtained  the  water  power  in  their  own  hands,  who  has  the  power  of  saying  on  what  terms  they  should 
distribute  their  water  to  the  outlying  authorities  ?  We  decidedly  object  to  such  an  open  thing  as  this  on  that 
account.    In  place  of  "  suitable  "  as  this  is,  we  should  say  that  it  must  be  "  defined  terms." 

Sir  Thornas  Farrer.]  In  the  provincial  the  terms  are  always  carefully  inserted,  and  they  would  be  in  this  case 
before  any  Act  was  passed.  It  was  premature  to  attempt  to  put  any  terms  into  this  resolution,  but  those  terms 
would  have  to  be  settled  before  any  Act  was  passed,  and  you  would  be  free  agents,  and  we  should  be  free  agents 
in  that  matter. 

Mr.  Wilson.]  I  should  think  the  outlying  authorities  would  be  willing  to  do  this.  If  the  London  County 
Council  bind  themselves  down  that  whatever  they  do  for  their  districts,  the  outlying  authorities  have  the  same 
liberty  ;  that  is  to  say,  if  you  supply  at  2d.  or  6d.,  or  Is.  per  1,000  gallons,  you  let  us  have  the  same  terms.  That 
will  do,  or  if  you  have  a  constant  supply  we  should  have  a  constant  supply,  or  if  you  improve  your  source  of 
supply,  we  shall  have  the  benefit  of  that  improvement. 

Sir  John  Lubbock.]  I  should  hope  that  our  chairman  would  not  press  Nos.  4  and  5  at  all,  unless  you  gentlemen 
present  are  anxious  for  them  to  be  passed.  We  thought  that  Nos.  4  and  5  were  terms  that  we  were  offering  to 
you  which  are  entirely  to  your  advantage,  because  they  give  you  the  option.  Supposing  you  think  that  the  terms 
which  are  charged  are  too  large,  all  you  have  to  do  is  to  supply  yourselves.  It  really  leaves  the  matter  in  your 
hands.    If  you  do  not  like  to  have  it,  I  do  not  think  we  need  press  it. 

Sir  Thomas  Farrer.]  I  do  not  think  we  need  press  it. 

Sir  Jotiu  Lubbock.]  We  certainly  always  in  the  City  regard  the  possession  of  an  option  as  being  a  valuable 
advantage.  If  you  do  not  like  to  take  it,  well  and  good.  I  speak  as  being  interested  in  Kent.  I  hope  you  will 
pause  before  you  throw  away  what  I  think  is  an  advantage. 

Mr.  WilUam  May.]  Do  you  understand  that  the  option  means  that  it  is  only  limited  to  distribution  ?  If  you 
give  the  authorities  outside  the  option  of  purchase,  that  is  another  thing  altogether.  Do  you  limit  the  option  to 
distribution  ? 

Sir  John  Lubbock.]  If  you  look  at  the  words  you  will  see  that  the  first  option  is  "  purchasing  on  suitable  terms 
so  much  of  the  works  of  distribution  as  is  appropriated  to  the  district  of  such  local  authority  ;"  that  is  to  say, 
supposing  we  buy  up  Kent  Waterworks,  it  would  be  open,  if  this  is  agreed  to,  to  the  authorities  of  the  county 
of  Kent  to  say,  "  You  have  bought  up  the  Kent  Waterworks,  let  the  London  County  Council  take  that  portion  of 
the  Kent  Water  Company  which  belongs  to  the  metropolitan  area,  and  leave  us  in  the  county  of  Kent  to  take 
that  portion  which  is  in  our  own  area."  On  the  other  hand,  if  they  do  not  like  to  do  that,  then  we  offer  to  the 
county  of  Kent  to  supply  water  in  bulk,  as  Manchester  supplies  water  in  bulk  to  the  Salford  and  other  authorities. 
Thirdly,  we  offer  them  the  opportunity  of  having  water  supplied  direct  by  the  London  County  Council,  and 
distributed  by  the  London  County  Council.    It  is  for  the  authorities  of  Kent  to  say  which  they  would  prefer. 

Mr.  WilUam  May.]  If  that  is  agreed  that  would  remove  the  great  objection  that  I  have.  That  point  was 
raised  this  morning.    I  think  the  words  of  the  resolution  do  not  convey  that. 

Chairman.]  I  can  confirm  that  to  be  the  meaning  of  the  resolution,  and  I  may  mention  that  at  a  meeting 
of  our  sub-committee,  before  the  conference  took  place,  the  subject  of  debate  was  whether  this  option  imposes  too 
great  a  liability  on  the  County  Council  if  they  were  called  upon  to  comply  with  it.  We  advisedly  assumed  and 
took  that  liability.  It  is  in  no  way  anything  more  than  an  option  favourable  to  the  outlying  authorities.  They 
are  not  bound  to  take  it.  But  supposing  we  were  to  obtain  an  independent  supply  of  a  very  great  quantity  at  a 
great  expense,  they  could  then  come  and  have  all  the  advantages  that  we  can  get,  and  we  are  bound  to  supply  them. 

Mr.  William  May.]  Bound  to  supply.  But  are  you  bound  to  sell  ? 

Chairman.]  Yes  ;  bound  to  sell  or  supply. 

Mr.  Wilson.]  But  no  price  is  named. 

Mr.  Haggis.]  You  cannot  possibly  give  a  price. 

Mr.  Wilson.]  The  price  may  be  5  per  cent,  in  London,  and  7  per  cent,  or  10  per  cent,  outside. 
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Sir  John  Lubbock.']  Then  you  exercise  your  option.  That  is  just  it.  If  you  were  bound  to  purchase  you  would 
want  to  know  what  the  price  was.  In  the  other  cases  where  that  has  been  done  the  price  has  been  regulated  so  as 
to  leave  a  slight  advantage  to  the  locality  that  has  gone  to  the  risk  of  getting  the  water,  but  only  a  slight  one. 
Supposing  we  could  not  come  to  terms  as  to  the  price,  Kent  would  simply  and  independently  supply  itself.  It 
would  choose.  I  think  it  would  be  a  pity  if  Kent  does  not  accept  this,  which  Ijihink  is  entirely  an  option  for  their 
advantage.  If  they  do  not  wish  to  do  so  I  do  not  think  the  London  County  Council  desire  to  press  it.  We  thought 
these  were  the  terms  which  would  satisfy  you,  and  we  thought  that  it  was  for  your  advantage  to  take  the  first 
three.    If  you  will  take  the  first  three  without  having  the  option  we  do  not  want  to  press  it. 

Mr.  Whittingham.']  Does  that  mean  that  we  are  put  altogether,  and  have  no  contribution  to  make,  because  that 
is  a  satisfactory  condition  for  the  outer  districts  ?  If  we  could  say,  "  You  have  a  monopoly,  and  now  we  can. 
independently  supply  our  own  districts,"  that  would  be  a  very  advantageous  position. 

Mr.  Haggis.']  If  we  bought  the  eight  companies  up  we  should  have  all  the  rights  of  those  companies,  and  if 
they  have  any  rights  of  monopoly  at  all  we  should  have  those  rights.  If  you  are  prevented  now  from  supplying 
water  in  your  own  district,  you  would  still  be  prevented  from  supplying  water  in  this  new  district.  With  regard  to 
the  terms,  a  gentleman  who  has  spoken  seems  to  have  beea  afraid  that  the  terms  might  be  arranged  in  an 
arbitrary  way  and  unfairly.  Those  terms,  as  Sir  Thomas  Farrer  has  said,  would  be  clearly  defined  in  the  Act 
of  Parliament  effectuating  the  arrangement,  so  that  the  outlying  districts  would  be  safeguarded  in  that  respect. 
The  London  County  Council  would  not  be  masters  of  the  situation,  because  they  would  be  bound  down  to  supply 
in  bulk  to  the  various  outlying  districts  at  certain  rates  clearly  and  definitely  defined  by  the  Act. 

Mr.  Gordon  j\Mle?i.]  May  I  make  an  appeal  to  the  Committee  and  the  Chairman  on  this  point?  Speaking  on 
behalf  of  Kent,  I  think  we  quite  clearly  appreciate  what  has  fallen  from  the  Chairman,  but  we  occupy  a  different 
position.  We  only  received  these  heads  this  morning,  and  we  have  not  had  much  opportunity  of  considering  them. 
We  at  once  accede  to  Nos.  1,  2,  and  3.  When  we  enter  upon  Nos.  4  and  5,  we  enter  upon  points  which  it  is 
impossible  for  anyone  to  grasp  in  a  second  as  to  the  effects  on  the  district.  They  may  or  may  not  be  vital  to  us. 
We  may  be  prepared  to  accept  them  as  they  stand.  We  may  be  prepared  to  accept  them  with  slight  verbal 
amendments,  or  we  may  decline  to  accept  them.  The  Parliamentary  Committee  will  not  sit  again  until  Tuesday. 
The  Committee  has  then  decided  to  proceed  with  the  Southwark  Bill.  That  will  probably  take  Wednesday  and 
Thursday.  If  the  meeting  will  kindly  adjourn  now,  I  will  undertake  to  have  a  meeting  of  the  whole  of  the  Kent 
authorities  interested  in  this  point  immediately,  and  it  shall  be  discussed.  We  will  communicate  with  your  clerk, 
and  we  shall  be  glad  to  meet  you  again  before  the  matter  is  taken  up  by  the  Parliamentary  Committee.  I  ask  that 
we  should  not  be  taken  to  be  in  the  position  of  the  County  Council  at  all,  but  that  you  should  give  us  a  little  time 
to  consider  the  matter.  Will  you  adjourn  the  matter  as  to  Nos.  4  and  5  till  their  view  is  fully  and  clearly  before 
you,  at  an  adjourned  meeting  which  can  be  held  before  the  matter  is  again  before  the  Parliamentary  Committee  ? 

Mr.  Cripps.]  The  Committee  is  adjourned  to  Wednesday  next.  On  Tuesday  the  Committee  are  going  to  take 
the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Bill.  The  Bill  now  under  discussion  cannot  come  on  before  Wednesday,  but 
on  Wednesday  it  must  be  taken  by  the  Committee,  or  some  good  reason  given  for  the  postponement  of  its  further 
consideration.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  would  suggest  that  there  could  be  an  adjournment  of  this  conference 
until  a  later  date  than  Wednesday,  or  some  date  before. 

Mr.  Gordon  Mullen.]  My  suggestion  was  an  adjournment  until  any  convenient  date.  I  should  in  the  meantime 
call  together  the  representatives  of  the  Kent  authorities  to  enable  me  to  clearly  express  their  views  at  the  adjourned 
conference. 

Uiairmnn.]  Would  it  not  be  sufficient  to  pat  a  resolution  in  these  terms :  "  That  this  meeting,  without 
prejudicing  itself  absolutely,  expresses  a  general  satisfaction  at  the  offer,  contained  in  the  resolution"?  \Ve  clearly 
understood  the  London  County  Council  really  only  made  this  offer,  which  they  thought  was  rather  imposing 
liabilities  upon  them,  with  a  view  of  meeting  the  views  o^  the  outside  local  authorities,  and  we  in  no  way  wish  to 
press  it  at  all. 

Mr.  Gordon  Mullen.]  We  do  not  question  the  bona  fides  of  the  Council  at  all,  but,  on  considering  questions  of 
this  kind,  it  is  a  little  necessary  to  consult  the  various  bodies  that  one  has  the  honour  to  represent. 

Sir  John  Lubbock.]  That  is  what  we  really  wish  for  ;  we  wish  to  go  to  Parliament  in  harmony  with  the 
authorities  outside,  so  that  we  may  go  for  what  is  really  the  interest  of  the  whole  area.  Nos.  1,  2,  and  3  cover 
that  ;  we  thought  Nos.  4  and  5  were  offering  a  boon  to  you,  and  something  which  would  induce  you  to  co-operate 
with  us  in  Nos.  1,  2,  and  3.    If  you  wish  for  further  time  I  am  sur»  we  hare  no  desire  to  press  it. 

Mr.  Gordon  Mullen.]  We  only  ask  for  time. 

Chairman.]  I  would  submit  this  resolution,  taking  only  Nos.  1,  2,  and  3,  and  allowing  Nos.  4  and  5  to 
stand  in  the  present  state  :  "  That  the  representatives  present  at  this  meeting  agree  to  instruct  their  respective 
counsel  to  lay  before  the  Parliamentary  Committee  now  sitting  on  the  Water  Bills  their  concurrence  in  the 
principles  involved  in  the  three  following  resolutions  passed  at  this  meeting." 


Resolutions  as  to  Method  for  dealing  with  the  London  Water  Question. 

"1.  That  the  system  of  water  management  and  distribution  as  generally  adopted  at  the  principal  provincial  towns 
would  be  preferable  for  application  to  London  and  neighbourhood,  rather  than  the  establishment  of  a  water  trust  as 
proposed  by  the  pending  Bill."  ' 

"  2.  That  the  question  of  the  efficiency  of  the  present  sources  of  supply  for  the  future  requirements  of  London 
and  neighbourhood  must  be  adequately  investigated  before  any  decision  can  be  come  to  as  to  the  expediency  or 
terms  of  purchasing  all  or  any  part  of  the  undertakings  of  the  water  companies." 

"  3.  That  the  supply  of  water  in  each  district  in  the  metropolitan  water  area,  outside  the  boundary  of  the 
county  of  London,  should  be  as  far  as  practicable  in  the  hands  of  the  local  authority  of  such  district,  and  within  the 
county  of  London  in  the  hands  of  the  London  County  Council." 

(The  resolution  was  pat  to  the  meeting  and  carried  unanimously.) 
Then  the  following  proposals  were  adjourned,  viz.  : — 

"  4.  That  this  should  be  effected  by  constituting  the  London  County  Council  in  the  first  instance  the  water 
authority  for  the  county  of  London,  and  for  the  adjoining  area  now  supplied  by  any  metropolitan  water  company 
whose  undertaking  may  be  acquired  by  the  London  County  Council." 
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"  5.  In  the  event  of  the  undertaking  of  any  metropolitan  -svater  company  being  purchased,  any  local  authority 
outside  the  London  county  boundary  and  within  the  area  of  supply  of  such  company  shall  have  the  option,  either 

(1)  of  purchasing  on  suitable  terms  so  much  of  the  works  of  distribution  as  is  appropriated  to  the  district  of  such 
local  authority,  with  the  right  to  a  supply  of  water  in  bulk  from  the  London  Council  on  terms  to  be  arranged,  or 

(2)  of  having  water  supplied  direct  by  the  London  County  Council."  ' 

Sir  Thomas  Farrer.']  I  do  not  think  we  shall  want  an  adjournment  of  the  conference.  When  we  get  your 
reports  we  shall  judge  whether  it  is  necessary  to  have  an  adjournment  of  the  conference  or  not. 

Mr.  Houghton.']  If  it  is  necessary  to  furnish  any  further  details,  the  local  authorities  would  like  to  know  the 
exact  terms  as  scon  as  possible. 

Chairman.']  We  have  not  got  as  far  as  the  Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons. 

Mr.  Houghton.]  As  soon  as  it  could  possibly  be  sent  round  we  should  like  it. 

Sir  Thomas  Farrer.]  Perhaps  you  will  communicate  with  Mr.  Cripps. 

Mr.  Houghton.]  Yes,  we  should  be  glad  if  Mr.  Cripps  would  supplement  the  statement  he  gave  us. 

Sir  John  Lubbock.]  There  are  only  three  courses  open.  We  give  you  the  option  of  choosing  any  one  of  the 
three.  We  cannot  do  more  than  that.  When  Parhament  has  determined,  then  of  course  there  will  be  the  details 
but  they  will  be  put  by  the  Committee  in  the  Act  of  Parliament.  Until  the  Committee  decide,  we  cannot  tell  you' 
because  we  cannot  foresee  what  will  be  determined.  ' 

Mr.  Cripps.]  We  have  all  felt  the  difiRculty  of  formulating  in  a  few  words  a  general  proposition  which  will  be 
applicable  to  all  the  local  authorities  round  London,  because  their  circumstances  differ  very  much.  There  are 
various  questions  which  are  involved  in  some  cases  and  not  in  others.  Almost  every  case  has  its  own  peculiarity. 
But  for  the  difficulties  of  every  case  a  solution  can  be  found. 

Sir  John  Lubbock.]  We  have  heard  to-day  that  the  case  of  Kent  is  peculiar,  and  we  find  that  the  cases  in  other 
■districts  are  peculiar  too. 

(The  proceedings  then  terminated.) 
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London  County  Council. 
Water  Committee. 

Conference  held  at  the  County  Hall  on  the  30th  July  1894,  between  the  Water  Committee  and 
Representatives  of  County  Councils  and  Local  Authorities  outside  the  County  of  London,  but  within  the 
Area  of  Supply  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  Companies. — (Printed  by  order  of  the  Water  Committee, 
30th  July  1894.) 


Copy  of  Letter  addressed  to  the  County  Councils  of  Middlesex,  Surrey,  Essex,  Kent,  and  Hertford,  the  Councils 
of  the  County  Boroughs  of  West  Ham  and  Croydon,  the  Urban  Sanitary  Authority  of  Richmond,  the  Local 
Boards  of  Chiswick,  Acton,  Willesden,  Hendon,  Finchley,  Hornsey,  South  Hornsej',  Tottenham,  Walthamstow, 
Leyton,  Wanstead,  East  Ham,  Barking,  Erith,  Bexley,  Foot's  Cray,  Mottingham,  Bromley  (Kent),  Beckenham, 
Mitcham,  Wimbledon,  Barnes,  MorLlake,  and  the  Kingston  Rural  Sanitary  Authority. 

Sir,  London  County  Council,  Spring  Gardens,  S.W.,  10  July  1894. 

The  Council  on  the  3rd  instant  resolved  that  eight  Bills  should  be  prepared  for  the  acquisition  by  the  Council 
of  the  undertakings  of  the  eight  metropolitan  water  companies,  and  gave  the  necessary  instructions  to  its 
Parliamentary  Committee  to  prepare  the  Bills. 

In  considering  the  terms  of  the  Bills  it  will  be  necessary  to  give  due  attention  to  the  interests  of  many  local 
sanitary  and  administrative  authorities  outside  the  County  of  London,  and,  in  this  connection,  I  am  again  to 
remind  you  of  the  conference  held  at  this  office  in  1891,  upon  the  subject  of  the  Water  Bills  of  that  Session. 

On  that  occasion  a  proposal,  to  which  I  have  already  called  your  attention  in  my  letter  on  the  15th  March  last, 
was  made  in  the  following  terms  :  "  In  the  event  of  the  undertaking  of  any  metropolitan  water  company  being 
purchased,  any  local  authority  outside  the  London  county  boundary,  and  within  the  area  of  supply  of  such 
company,  shall  have  the  option,  either  (1)  of  purchasing  on  suitable  terms  so  much  of  the  works  of  distribution 
as  is  appropriated  to  the  district  of  such  local  authority,  with  _the  right  to  a  supply  of  water  in  bulk  from  the 
London  County  Council  on  terms  to  be  arranged,  or  (2)  of  having  water  supplied  direct  by  the  London  County 
Council.'' 

In  my  letter  of  the  15th  March,  referred  to  above,  I  intimated  to  the  local  authorities  outside  London  that  the 
Water  Committee  would  be  prepared  to  advise  the  Council  to  adhere  to  the  proposal.  I  am  now  directed  to  state 
that,  with  a  view  to  a  discussion  of  this  and  other  matters  connected  with  the  proposed  Bills,  the  Water  Committee 
think  it  very  desirable  that  there  should  be  a  conference  with  the  various  authorities  interested  similar  to  that 
held  in  the  year  1891  ;  and  I  am  to  invite  your  authority  to  depute  two  representatives  to  meet  the  Committee  at 
the  County  Hall  in  Spring  Gardens  on  Monday  the  30th  July,  at  three  o'clock.  I  shall  be  glad  to  receive  the 
names  of  your  representatives  at  your  earliest  convenience. 

I  am,  &c. 
(signed)       H.  De  la  Hooke, 
The  Clerk  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Council. 
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Water  Committee. 


Conference  with  Representatives  of  Local  Authorities  outside  the  County  of  London,  30  July  1894. 

On  the  8th  of  May,  1891,  a  conference  was  held  at  the  offices  of  the  London  County  Council  of  representatives 
/  of  local  authorities  having  jurisdiction  in  the  area  round  the  county  of  London. 

At  that  meeting  there  appeared  to  be  a  fairly  unanimous  agreement  with  the  policy  of  the  London  County 
Council  with  reference  to  the  future  water  supply  of  the  metropolis  and  the  surrounding  districts. 

The  three  following  resolutions  were  discussed  and  carried  at  the  conference,  viz. : — 

1.  That  the  system  of  water  management  and  distribution  as  generally  adopted  at  the  principal 
provincial  towns  would  be  preferable  for  application  to  London  and  neighbourhood  rather  than  the 
establishment  of  a  Water  "  Trust"  systeni  as  proposed  by  the  pending  Bill. 

2.  That  the  question  of  the  efficiency  of  the  present  sources  of  supply  for  the  futui-e  requirements  of 
London  and  neighbourhood  must  be  adequately  investigated  before  any  decision  can  be  come  to  as  to  the 
expediency  or  terms  of  purchasing  all  or  any  part  of  the  undertakings  of  the  water  companies. 

3.  That  the  supply  of  water  in  each  district  in  the  metropolitan^water  area,  outside  the  boundary  of  the 
county  of  London  should  be,  as  far  as  practicable,  in  the  hands  of  the  local  authority  of  such  district,  and 
within  the  county  of  London,  in' the  hands  of  the  London  County  Council. 

The  above  mentioned  conference  took  place  at  a  time  when  there  were  certain  Bills  before  Parliament  dealing 
with  the  question  of  the  future  water  supply.  These  Bills  failed  to  pass  into  law,  and  in  the  following  year  a 
Royal  Commission  was  appointed  to  consider  "  whether,  taking  into  consideration  the  growth  of  the  population  of 
the  metropolis  and  the  districts  within  the  limits  of  the  metropolitan  water  companies,  and  also  the  needs  of  the 
localities  not  supplied  by  any  metropolitan  company,  but  within  the  watersheds  of  the  Thames  and  the  Lea,  the 
present  sources  of  supply  of  these  companies  are  adequate  in  quantity  and  quality,  and  if  inadequate,  whether 
such  supply  as  may  be  required  can  be  obtained  within  the  watersheds  referred  to,  having  due  regard  to  the  claims 
of  the  districts  outside  the  metropolis  but  within  those  watersheds,  or  will  have  to  be  obtained  outside  the 
watersheds  of  the  Thames  and  the  Lea  ?  " 

During  the  investigations  by  the  Royal  Commission  no  action  could  be  taken  by  the  Council  to  forward  the 
matter.  The  Council  has,  however,  now  determined  to  introduce  bills  for  the  purchase  of  the  undertakings  of  the 
eight  metropolitan  water  companies. 

It  is  obvious  that  large  areas  outside  the  administrative  county  of  London  will  necessarily  be  afPected  by  the 
proposed  bills,  and  it  is  thought  that  the  views  of  the  authorities  of  those  areas  who  are  essentially  interested  in 
this  matter  might  be  obtained  upon  certain  questions  of  future  administration,  and  the  following  proposals  are 
submitted  for  discussion  : — 

1.  That  the  Council  should  be  placed  under  the  obligation  to  supply  water  to  the  local  authorities 
outside  the  county,  but  within  the  area  at  present  supplied  by  the  metropolitan  water  companies,  upon  such 
terms  as  may  be  agreed  or  decided  by  arbitration. 

2.  That  any  local  authority  outside  the  county  should  have  the  option  either — 

(1)  Of  purchasing  on  suitable  terms  so  much  of  the  works  of  distribution  as  is  appropriated  to  the 
district  of  such  local  authority,  with  the  right  to  a  supply  of  water  in  bulk  from  the  London  County 
Council  on  terms  to  be  arranged ;  or 

(2)  Of  having  water  supplied  by  the  London  County  Council. 
Spring  Gardens,  27  July  1894. . 


Proceedings  of  the  Conference. 
The  following  members  of  the  Water  Committee  were  present  at  the  Conference  : — 

Mr.  A.  Bassett  Hopkins,  Chairman  of  the  Committee,  in  the  Chair. 

Mr.  W.  B.  Doubleday,  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Committee. 

Sir  John  Hutton,  Chairman  of  the  Council. 

Mr.  C.  Harrison,  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Council. 

Mr.  W.  H.  Dickinson,  Deputy  Chairman  of  the  Council. 

Mr.  A.  L.  Leon. 

Mr.  John  Lloyd. 

Mr.  Torr. 

The  following  representatives  attended  : — 

Middlesex  County  Council  : 

Mr.  R.  D.  M.  Littler,  Q.c.  (Chairman),  and  Sir  F.  D.  Dixon-Hartland,  Barfc.,  m.p. 

Surrey  County  Council : 

Mr.  E.  J.  Halsey,  Chairman,  and  Mr.  H.  Yool. 


Kent  County  Council  : 
Mr.  Gr.  J.  Courthope. 
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Hertford  County  Council : 
Sir  J.  Evans,  Chairman. 

West  Ham  County  Council : 

Alderman  A.  Govier  and  Alderman  J.  H,  Bethell. 

Croydon  County  Council : 
Mr.  W.  F.  J.  Simpson. 

Chiswick  Local  Board  : 

Alderman  Hardy,  Mr  W.  J.  Adamson,  and  Mr.  R.  F.  Finnis,  Clerk. 

Willesden  Local  Board  : 

Mr.  W.  Ginger  and  Mr.  J.  Stewart. 

Finchley  Local  Board  : 

Mr.  H.  H.  Wells  and  Mr.  C.  F.  Jones. 

Tottenham  Local  Board : 

Mr.  W.  Brown,  Mr.  A.  Campion,  and  Mr.  E.  Patten-Huggett. 

Walthamstow  Local  Board  : 

Mr.  J.  C.  Compton  and  Mr.  G.  Houghton. 

Leyton  Local  Board : 

Mr.  C.  G.  Musgrave  and  Mr.  J.  Gallaher. 

East  Ham  Local  Board  : 
Mr.  C.  E.  Wilson. 

Barking  Local  Board. 
Mr.  C.  E.  Wilson  : 

Bromley  (Kent)  Local  Board  : 

Mr.  J.  E.  Woodward,  Mr.  F.  H.  Norman,  Mr.  S.  Hawkings,  and  Mr.  T.  E.  Mclntyre. 

Beckenham  Local  Board  : 

Mr.  C.  E.  Baker,  Mr.  H  N.  Grenside,  Mr.  F.  Stevens,  and  Mr.  J.  A.  Angell. 

Wimbledon  Local  Board  : 

Mr  J.  Townsend  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Whitfield  (Clerk). 

Kingston  Rural  Sanitary  Authority  : 

Mr.  J.  Clarke  and  Mr.  H.  A.  Winser  (Clerk). 


Transcript  from  the  shorthand  notes  of  Mr.  E.  Howard,  11,  New-court,  Carey-street,  W.C. 

Chairman.']  -Gentlemen,  the  London  County  Council  have  asked  you  to  do  us  the  honour  to  meet  and 
confer  with  their  Water  Committee  upon  a  subject  the  importance  of  which  I  suppose  admits  of  no  two  opinions. 
The  Council,  as  you  know,  has  considered  this  question  of  metropolitan  water  supply  during  the  whole  period  of  its 
existence,  and  although  it  may  be  supposed  that  considerable  delay  has  occurred  in  actually  bringing  matters  to 
a  head,  I  think  that  those  who  have  followed  the  history  of  the  question  and  the  history  of  the  work  of  the  Council 
in  connection  with  it  will  agree  that  that  delay  is  capable  of  abundant  justification.  I  do  not  desire  to  enter  into 
particulars  of  that  matter,  but  simply  to  remind  you  that  it  was  only  in  the  latter  part  of  the  Session  of  1892  that 
the  London  County  Council  obtained  Parliamentary  power  to  introduce  Bills  for  the  purchase  of  the  water 
companies,  and  now  the  Council  has  passed  a  resolution  giving  instructions  to  its  Parliamentary  Committee  to 
prepare  a  series  of  Bills  for  this  purpose,  with  a  view  to  their  introduction  in  the  next  Session  of  Parliament.  Now, 
as  we  recognise — and  of  this  you  must  be  as  well  aware  as  we  are — that  there  are  interests  of  the  very  first  order 
connection  with  the  introduction  of  such  Bills  which  are  common  to  yourselves  and  to  us,  it  will  be  clear  that  the 
object  of  this  conference  is  sufiBciently  made  out.  We  ourselves  venture  to  go  so  far  as  to  think  that  those  interests 
are  not  only  common  interests,  but  that  in  substance  they  are  identical  interests  ;  and  we  hope  that  we  shall  be  able 
to  satisfy  you,  cr  that  you  will  satisfy  yourselves  in  the  course  of  this  conference,  that  that  is  the  case,  and  that  you 
will  possibly  see  your  way,  with  us,  to  adopt  some  common  course  of  policy  in  carrying  out  the  views  which  the 
Council  has  for  the  time  being  adopted. 

It  is  not  necessary  at  this  time  of  day  to  argue  in  justification  of  the  policy  of  the  London  County  Council  in 
this  matter.  It  is  not  a  new  departure  by  any  means.  The  conclusions  which  the  Council  has  adopted  were  adopted 
by  our  predecessors,  and  are  only  the  embodiment  of  opinions  which  have  been  expressed  by  Parliamentary 
Committees  and  Select  Committees  at  various  times  for  a  long  period  past.  That  is  not  the  object  of  our  meeting 
here  to-day  ;  but  our  object  is,  assuming  this  to  be  taken  for  granted,  to  consider  what  common  course  we  may 
adopt. 

Now,  it  is  not  at  all  necessary  that  anything  of  a  controversial  nature  should  be  said  with  reference  to  the 
justification.  It  is  not  necessary  to  say  one  single  word  by  way  of  tittack  upon  any  of  the  water  companies.  There 
have  been  attacks  and  there  have  been  defences  as  regards  the  quality  of  the  water  supplied,  as  to  the  quantity  of 

water 
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water  supplied,  and  as  to  the  prices  which  are  charged  ;  but  it  is  wholly  unnecessary  to  enter  into  those  questions, 
because  even  if  we  assumed  the  highest  degree  of  perfection  in  all  these  respects,  there  are  still  facts  that  are 
undisputed  which  will  abundantly  justify  the  course  which  the  County  Council  of  London  has  decided  upon 
initiating.  You  have  in  this  matter  London  lagging  behind  all  the  great  towns  of  the  country.  You  have  in 
London  alone  the  supply  of  water  in  the  hands  and  under  the  control  of  a  number  of  private  companies  established 
for  their  own  profit.  I  need  hardly  mention  that  I  do  not  at  all  state  that  as  a  reason  for  throwing  blame  upon  the 
companies,  but — and  it  is  a  fact  which  public  men  must  consider — the  proiits  which  those  companies  are  dividing 
amongst  their  shareholders  amount  to  over  a  million  pounds  per  annum.  Then,  in  addition  to  that,  they  have 
a  monopoly  ;  not  (as  has  often  been  pointed  out)  a  legal  monopoly,  but  a  practical  monopoly,  because  it  would  be 
impracticable  for  any  rival  of  theirs,  although  there  would  be  no  statutory  objection  to  it,  to  set  up  any  works  in 
opposition  ;  and  even  where  their  districts  overlap,  they  have,  inter  ite,  arranged  a  practical  monopoly  by  means  of 
agreements  which  have  prevented  them  from  competing  with  one  another.  Then,  of  course,  in  another  respect  they 
are  remarkably  favoured  over  and  above  other  people  engaged  in  commercial  enterprises.  Their  revenues  are 
singularly  well  secured.  Not  only  is  the  commodity  which  they  deal  in  a  commodity  the  demand  for  which  is  ever 
present,  but  the  arrangements  which  they  have  been  able  to  get  from  Parliament  are  such  as  to  give  them  singular 
advantages.  They  can  make  their  consumers  pay  the  rate  in  advance  under  penalty  of  not  having  the  water  laid  on. 
They  have  also  the  unusual  privilege  of  taking  the  law  to  a  certain  extent  in  their  hands  by  cutting  off  the  supply 
in  default  of  payment.  Then  the  manner  in  which  they  raise  their  revenues  is  assimilated  to  that  of  public  rates, 
and  is  even  called  a  "  water  rate  "  by  them,  and  their  demand  notes  more  or  less  simulate  the  precepts  of  public 
authorities  in  levying  public  rates.  Then,  lastly,  there  is  another  peculiar  circumstance  which  has  arisen,  at  least  in 
the  administrative  county  of  London,  arising  out  of  the  Metropolis  Valuation  Act  of  1869,  by  which  they  have  been 
able  to  get,  by  a  sort  of  automatic  increase  in  the  rateable  value  of  properties,  a  great  increase  of  their  revenues 
without  any  corresponding  increase  in  the  amount  of  water  which  they  supply,  or  in  any  other  respect  giving  an 
additional  value  for  the  additional  revenue.  All  these  circumstances  I  point  out,  not  by  way  of  criticism  upon  the 
companies,  but  as  circumstances  which  it  behoves  those  who  have  charge  of  the  interests  of  the  public  to  seriously 
consider,  and  which  at  any  rate  the  London  County  Council  has  seriously  considered,  and  which  have  led  that  body 
to  the  conclusion  that  this  is  not  a  sound  state  of  things  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  public,  and  that  it  is  time 
some  effort  should  be  made  to  put  an  end  to  such  a  state  of  things. 

Now,  that  conclusion  has  been  come  to  by  the  London  County  Council  with  a  degree  of  unanimity  which  is 
almost  startling.  Members  holding  the  most  varied  opinions  on  every  other  subject,  political  or  administrative,  have 
agreed  in  this  conclusion,  that  something  should  be  done  to  put  an  end  to  a  state  of  things  in  which  we  have  a 
commodity  like  water  supplied  in  this  great  metropolitan  area  by  private  companies.  If  there  is  a  minority  in  the 
Council  upon  that  point,  it  is  so  exceedingly  small  as  to  be  almost  invisible,  certainly  to  be  quite  imperceptible. 
Although  this  Council  consists  no  doubt  of  a  majority  which  regards  certain  questions  from  one  point  of  view,  there 
is  still  a  very  independent  minority  which  regards  the  same  questions  from  a  very  different  point  of  view  ;  but 
notwithstanding  that,  on  the  various  occasions  upon  which  this  Council  has  declared  its  opinion  upon  any  of  the 
questions  subordinate  to  this  great  principle,  there  has  been  absolutely  no  perceptible  or  sensible  minority  who  have 
opposed  the  general  principle  that  the  time  has  come  when  an  end  should  be  made  of  this  administration  of  the  water 
supply  in  the  metropolis  by  private  companies. 

That  being  the  state  of  the  case,  we  have  to  consider  this  fact,  that  if  you  buy  the  water  companies'  property, 
you  must  buy  the  whole,  not  a  part.  Now,  one  has  heard  objections  raised  to  that  view  ;  one  has  heard  people  say 
"Why  need  you  buy  the  whole  '?  Why  should  the  County  Council  of  London  step  out  of  its  own  area  and  interfere 
with  areas  which  are  beyond  its  control." 

One  has  heard  that  view  expressed,  but  I  confess  I  have  never  heard  that  stated  by  any  authority  who  has 
carefully  considered  the  practical  bearing  of  such  a  proposition.  It  must  be  obvious  on  very  little  consideration, 
that  such  a  thing  is  absolutely  impracticable.  It  would  be  clearly  impossible  to  induce  any  Committee  of  Parliament 
to  give  authority  to  the  London  County  Council  to  purchase  by  compulsion  that  portion  of  the  undertaking  of  any 
company  which  is  within  its  own  Parliamentary  boundary,  leaving  unpurchased  the  portion  which  is  outside.  It  so 
happens  that  in  each  case  the  portion  in  the  county  of  London  is  the  most  valuable  portion,  at  least  it  is  the  part 
which  yields  the  greatest  revenue.  Therefore  the  companies  would  come  forward  with  an  extremely  natural,  and 
as  far  as  I  can  see,  an  unanswerable  objection  to  any  such  proposal,  and  would  say,  "  If  you  buy  part,  and  that  the 
best  part,  you  must  buy  the  whole."  Indeed,  I  need  not  labour  this  point,  because  I  am  quite  certain  that  those 
who  are  accustomed  to  the  way  in  which  measures,  any  part  of  which  involves  compulsory  purchase,  are  carried 
through  Parliament,  will  at  once  see  the  futility  of  any  idea  of  purchasing  a  part  without  purchasing  the  whole. 

But  then  it  is  suggested,  '■  We  will  concede  that  you  cannot  purchase  a  part  without  purchasing  the  whole,  but 
there  is  another  course  that  you  might  have  adopted  ;  you  might  have  got  a  combination  of  the  London  County 
Council,  with  the  outer  authorities,  and  made  a  joint  purchase  on  a  basis  of  these  outside  counties,  taking  the  part 
which  might  be  attributed  to  their  own  areas,  and  the  London  County  Council  taking  the  part  within  the  county.'" 
But  that  proposal  would  be  equally  objectionable,  for  two  reasons  :  in  the  first  place  it  would  be  a  matter  of 
extreme  delay  and  difficulty,  if  not  of  absolute  impracticability,  to  get  all  the  outer  counties  to  come  to  an  agree- 
ment on  the  point,  because  I  believe  that  many  of  these  areas  really  do  not  wish  themselves  to  become  capitalists 
for  the  purpose  of  purchasing,  although  they  are  very  willing  that  there  should  be  this  transfer  that  we  propose. 
But  in  addition  to  that,  the  London  County  Council  is  able  to  borrow  so  much  cheaper  than  other  authorities,  that 
it  is  entirely  in  the  interests  of  the  latter  that  the  body  which  has  the  power  of  borrowing  money  for  purposes  of 
this  kind  at  a  lower  rate  of  interest  should  take  the  responsibility,  and  that  they  should  get  the  benefit  of  it. 

Now,  this  conference  is  in  reality,  as  you  are  aware,  a  continuation,  if  I  may  say  so,  of  what  took  place  in  1891. 
You  have  in  the  paper  which  has  been  distributed  to  you  a  summary  of  what  took  place  on  that  occasion,  and  a 
statement  of  some  of  the  resolutions  which  were  then  passed,  and  the  object  now  is,  that  you  should  assist  us  in 
considering  some  propositions  which  appear  upon  the  paper,  as  regards  what  I  may  call  the  interlocal  relations 
between  the  London  County  Council  and  the  outlying  authorities.  The  necessity  under  which  we  are  of  purchasing 
property  which  deals  with  the  administration  of  the  water  supply  in  other  areas  as  well  as  those  in  the  county  of 
London,  together,  of  course,  with  the  purchase  of  reservoirs,  filter  beds,  intakes,  engines  and  pumps,  and  all  that 
kind  of  thing,  most  of  which  are  situated  outside  the  county  of  London,  but  which  form  an  essential  part  of  ihe 
undertakings  to  be  purchased,  at  once  establishes  a  community,  indeed  an  identity  of  interests  between  all  these 
authorities,  and  the  desire  of  the  London  County  Council  now  is,  that  we  should  put  our  heads  together  and  see  if 
you  cannot  arrive  at  some  arrangement. 

There  are  abundant  precedents  for  these  proposals  all  over  the  country  ;  our  parliamentary  agent,  Mr.  Crippa, 
prepared  a  statement,  and  if  you  look  at  that  you  will  find  that  all  the  great  towns  in  the  country  have  arrange- 
ments -with  their  outlying  authorities.  G-lasgow  deals  with  no  less  than  16  outlying  authorities,  and  the  arrangement 
between  the  central  town  of  Glasgow  and  those  authorities  happens  to  be  that  the  Corporation  of  the  City  of 
Glasgow  supply  in  all  or  most  of  the  areas  direct  to  the  consumer.  In  the  case  of  Manchester,  the  Corporation 
supplies  no  less  than  14  outlying  local  authorities,  including  the  borough  of  Salford.  In  some  cases  the  Corporation 
of  Manchester  supplies  direct,  and  in  other  cases  it  supplies  in  bulk  to  the  authorities  at  their  boundaries.  Bradford 
supplies  no  less  than  32  outlying  authorities.  In  most  of  these  cases  you  have  a  different  system,  that  of  supplying 
in  bulk.  In  Birmingham  there  are  10  outlying  authorities  to  which  the  supply  is  made  direct  by  the  Corporation  ; 
so  that  you  have  plenty  of  precedents  which  give  you  your  choice  either  way. 

Now  the  principle  which  the  County  Council  has  already  placed  before  you  as  to  their  view  of  the  matter  is 
this  :  that  spjaking  in  general  terms,  and  subject  to  arrangements  which  we  at  least  desire  to  have  fair  as  between 
both  parties  m  each  case,  the  particular  authority,  wherever  it  is  situated,  should  have  the  choice  of  whether  they 
should  take  the  water  from  us  in  bulk,  delivered  at  their  boundaries,  and  should  take  on  themselves  the  detailed 
3^4.  X  X  3  '  administration 
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administration  to  their  consumers,  and  themselves  make  what  water  charges  they  think  fit,  or  whether  they  would 
prefer  that  we  should  take  the  responsibility,  not  only  of  supplying  the  water  in  bulk,  but  of  its  distribution  to  the 
consumers,  subject,  if  you  think  fit,  to  reconsideration  from  time  to  time.  Now,  these  are  the  general  proposals 
which  we  make  to  you,  and  I  shall  be  very  glad  to  hear  any  gentleman  upon  any  of  these  points. 

Mr.  Littler,  Q.C.]  I  daresay  some  members  of  the  London  County  Council  are  aware  that  we  have  a  sort  of 
voluntary  committee,  as  we  call  it,  of  the  home  counties.  We  had  a  meeting  of  that  committee  only  half -an-hoiir 
ago  to  consider  this  proposal.  The  last  proposal  which  is  before  us  is  one  which  is  dated  from  here  on  the  27th  July 
1894,  and  I  may  remind  those  who  are  interested  in  the  matter  that  the  two  proposals  which  are  now  put  forward 
are  identical  with  those  which  were  put  forward  in  1891,  and  on  that  occasion,  so  little  appro /al  did  they  receive 
that  they  were  both  of  them  adjourned,  and  I  am  bound  to  say  that,  so  far  as  the  County  Coancil  of  Middlesex  are 
concerned,  had  we  known  that  these  were  the  proposals,  we  should  certainly  not  have  asked  you  to  spend  your  time 
in  discussing  the  matter  to-day,  because  they  are  absolutely,  each  of  them,  to  our  minds,  entirely  unacceptable,  unless 
Parliament  compels  us  to  accept  them. 

I  am  not  going  to  discuss  the  question  of  water  supply,  because,  though  it  is  a  question  that  has  been  discussed, 
it  has  never  been  fully  discussed  with  regard  to  such  undertakings  as  these  companies.  Now,  as  regards  these 
companies,  there  are  several  policies  which  must  be  pursued  ;  one  is  to  leave  them  alone  ;  another  is  to  have  a 
regulating  Act  similar  to  the  Gas  Acts  ;  another  is  to  have  a  water  trust,  which  a  great  many  people  rather  approve 
of  ;  another  is  to  purchase  and  control  by  the  London  County  Council  absolutely.  Then  there  are  the  two  alterna- 
tives which  you  suggested,  and  there  is  another  proposal  which  is  advocated,  and  that  is,  that  whatever  is  done 
(supposing  the  purchase  is  approved  of,  about  which  we  say  nothing)  the  principle  which  is  adopted  in  Birmingham 
should  be  adopted  here  ;  namely,  that  inasmuch  as  the  sources  of  supply  are  beyond  the  county  of  London,  and 
are  within  the  counties  of  Hertford,  Middlesex,  and  Surrey,  those  counties  should  have  the  right,  if  they  think  fit, 
of  purchasing,  by  such  machinery  as  should  be  approved,  the  portions  of  the  undertaking  which  are  appropriate  to 
the  county.  (Hear,  hear.)  That  is  a  principle  which  we  have  adhered  to  from  the  beginning,  and  from  which  I  do 
not  think  there  is  much  prospect  of  the  counties  varying,  assuming  always  that  any  case  is  made  out  for  purchase 
at  all,  with  regard  to  which  we  say  nothing,  and  assuming  also  that  the  London  County  Council  are  decided  to  be 
the  proper  persons  to  purchase,  with  regard  to  which  again  we  say  nothing,  because  it  is  not  in  our  province  to 
do  so. 

I  am  bound  to  say  that  these  proposals  which  are  set  forth  here  are  entirely  unacceptable,  not  only  to  Middlesex, 
but  also  to  Surrey  and  Kent.  When  the  Committee  saw  what  these  proposals  were,  it  passed  a  unanimous 
resolution  to  the  effect  that  these  proposals  formed  no  basis  whatever  for  any  sort  of  discussion.  Of  course  the 
thing  is  a  little  premature  as  yet,  because  until  we  see  what  the  whole  lines  of  the  London  County  Council's  Bills 
are,  it  would  not  be  fair  to  London,  nor  would  it  be  proper  for  any  authority  outside  London,  to  at  once  say,  "We 
are  opposed  to  the  proposal."  We  must  hear  what  the  proposal  is,  and  I  may  say,  so  far  as  Middlesex  is  concerned, 
it  will  be  heard  with  the  greatest  possible  consideration,  with  the  greatest  respect  for  the  opinions  which  are 
formed  by  London,  and  with  the  greatest  desire  to  do  that  which  I  am  happy  to  say  we  have  done  ever  since  the 
Local  Government  Act  was  passed,  of  acting  as  far  as  we  possibly  can  in  harmony  with  London,  and  where  we  are 
obliged  to  disagree,  of  endeavouring,  even  in  our  want  of  harmony,  to  continue  those  friendly  relations  which  I  am 
glad  to  say  have  existed,  and  I  hope  always  will  exist,  between  the  two  counties.  Now  I  am  happy  to  say,  so  far  as 
Middlesex  is  concerned,  that  with  the  exception  of  two  local  authorities,  Finchley  and  Willesden,  the  whole  of  the 
local  authorities  have  left  the  matter  in  the  hands  of  the  Middlesex  County  Council  absolutely,  because  they  feel 
that  the  interests  of  the  authorities  are  identical  with  those  of  Middlesex,  and  I  may  say  further,  now  that  I  have 
seen  these  resolutions,  that  these  resolutions  were,  when  they  were  printed  in  1891,  regarded  with  the  greatest 
possible  disfavour  by  all  the  local  authorities  of  Middlesex.  I  have  been  ask  to  present  the  view  of  our  friends, 
and  I  am  happy  to  say  that  Kent,  Essex,  and  Middlesex,  are  unanimous  in  this  matter  ;  and  I  may  further  say  that 
so  far  as  Middlesex  is  concerned,  the  matter  coming  up  incidentally  at  our  meeting  on  Thursday,  everybody  at  the 
council,  I  think  I  am  right  in  saying,  was  of  the  opinion,  although  we  were  not  aware  that  these  proposals  were 
coming  forward  again,  that  such  proposals  would  not  be  acceptable  to  the  county  of  Middlesex  or  to  any  of  its  local 
authorities.  I  cannot  speak  for  Willesden  or  Finchley,  because  they  are  here  themselves  ;  but  I  do  not  think,  from 
what  I  gather,  and  from  what  I  know,  that  their  view  is  at  all  contrary  to  ours  in  regard  to  the  matter  ;  and  1  may 
state  that  Mr.  Halsey,  on  behalf  of  the  county  of  Surrey,  informed  me  that  the  local  authorities  in  that  county 
were  in  accord  with  the  views  of  the  County  Council,  with  the  exception  of,  I  think  Wimbledon,  or  one  or  two 
others  ;  and  I  do  not  know  whether  their  interests  are  antagonistic,  so  far  as  the  counties  are  concerned,  for  reasons 
which  I  think  I  need  not  go  into  this  afternoon.  We  are  all  pretty  much  agreed  in  our  general  views  on  water 
supplv,  but  inasmuch  as  these  proposals  are  absolutely  unacceptable,  I  do  not  think  that  we  need  go  into  any  discus- 
sion of  the  merits  of  them,  because  our  mandate  is  not  to  entertain  any  such  proposals.  I  am  sorry  it  should  be  so, 
but  I  am  bound  to  state  it  frankly  to  the  London  County  Council,  and  the  more  so  in  consequence  of  their  courtesy 
in  inviting  us  to  come  here,  although  I  say  at  the  same  time  I  think  that  if  my  council  had  had  these  two  proposals 
before  them  last  Thursday,  our  instructions  would  have  been  not  to  take  part  in  the  proceedings. 

Mr.  YoolJ]  On  the  part  of  the  county  of  Surrey  I  think  it  right  to  state  that  Mr.  Halsey,  the  chairman  of 
the  council,  and  myself  had  this  matter  entrusted  to  us,  and  we  thought  it  right,  having  regard  to  the  great 
importance  of  the  matter,  to  convene  on  Tuesday  last  a  meeting  of  the  various  authorities  of  Surrey  who  were 
supplied  by  the  Lambeth,  or  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies,  who  are  the  two  companies  which  alone 
supply  within  our  area.  We  had  a  meeting  at  Kingston,  and  the  outcome  of  the  deliberations  was  a  unanimous 
feeling  against  the  London  County  Council  acquiring  any  rights  of  supply  either  directly  to  the  consumers  or 
indirectly  by  supplying  in  bulk  within  our  area,  and  that  in  any  Bills  which  might  be  prepared  by  the  London 
County  Council  with  a  view  of  acquiring  the  powers  of  the  metropolitan  water  companies,  there  ought  to  be 
provision  made  by  which  either  the  Surrey  County  Council  or  the  local  authorities,  or  the  Surrey  County  Council 
acting  for  and  on  behalf  of  such  local  authorities,  should  acquire  such  powers.  Now  personally,  I  may  say,  and  I  am 
expressing  what  is  the  view  certainly  of  the  sanitary  committee  of  the  Surrey  County  Council,  of  which  I  am 
chairman,  and  I  believe  also  of  the  County  Council  itself  ;  we  have  no  antagonism  whatever  to  the  principle  of  local 
authorities  acquiring  powers  of  water  supply.  On  the  contrary,  we  see  very  clearly  that  it  is  a  matter  which  has 
become  of  very  great  importance,  and  we  are  by  no  means  opposed  to  the  views  of  the  London  County  Council  in 
desirino-  to  acquire  such  powers.  Water  is,  from  a  sanitary  point  of  view,  a  most  important  element,  and  we  think 
it  by  no  means  undesirable  that  in  every  area  the  povver  of  supply  should  be  vested  in  the  local  authority.  But 
entertaining  that  feeling  strongly  as  we  do,  and  being  in  the  possession  of  an  area  the  population  of  which  is 
rapidly  increasing,  we  feel  a  strong  objection  to  any  neighbouring  authority,  especially  one  so  powerful  as  the 
London  County  Council,  acquiring  rights  within  our  area  such  as  are  now  possessed  by  the  metropolitan  water 
companies  ;  and  I  wish  it  to  be  most  distinctly  understood  by  the  London  County  Council  that  no  Bill  to  be 
promoted,  which  will  give  to  the  County  Council  power  to  supply  within  our  area  can  meet  with  our  support.  On 
the  contrary,  we  shall  feel  it  our  duty  to  oppose  such  Bills  to  the  utmost.  (Hear,  hear.)  If,  on  the  other  hand, 
clauses  can  be  framed  (I  know  not  how  they  can  be  shaped,  because  that  would  depend  partly  OU)  engineering 
questions  and  partly  on  various  questions  connected  with  the  promotion  of  Bills  in  Parliament,  with  which  I  am 
necessarily  but  imperfectly  acquainted)  so  as  to  thoroughly  guard  the  interests  of  Surrey,  we  are  not  at  all  opposed 
to  the  principle  which  has  been  enunciated  by  the  chairman  to-day  of  local  authorities,  or  the  London  County 
Council  in  particular,  acquiring  rights  of  water  supply  within  their  area. 

With  these  remarks  I  wish  to  leave  the  matter  in  your  hands,  otherwise  we  are  entirely  in  accord  with 
Middlesex.    I  think  you  will  find  it  is  the  feeling  through  the  outlying  areas  that  we  should  not  consent,  but  that, 
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on  the  contrary,  so  far  from  consenting,  we  should  oppose  to  the  utmost  our  powerful  neighbours  acquiring  such 
rights  as  they  would  acquire  if  they  had  the  right  of  supplying  water,  the  most  important  thing  from  a  sanitary 
point  of  view  and  in  every  respect,  in  our  districts  in  the  way  here  proposed.  Therefore  I  have  pleasure  in 
supporting  Mr.  Littler's  views,  though  not  altogether  upon  the  ground  that  he  put  it,  because  I  cannot  go  so  far  as 
he  did  as  to  be  opposed  to  the  principle  which  was  enunciated  by  the  Chairman  here  to-day.  But  as  regards  the 
question  of  the  London  County  Council  acquiring  the  powers  which  are  here  referred  to,  I  am  with  Mr.  Littler 
completely,  and  I  am  sure  my  council  and  all  the  authorities  within  our  county  are  equally  with  me,  and  we  shall  all 
join  together  to  oppose  these  resolutions  of  the  London  County  Council. 

The  resolutions  which  were  passed  at  the  meeting  to  which  I  allude  are  these  :  "  That  the  proposals  now 
submitted  by  the  London  County  Council  to  give  an  option  to  local  authorities  outside  the  county  of  London  to 
have  water  supplied  within  their  districts,  either  directly  to  the  consumers  or  in  bulk  to  the  several  local  authorities, 
are  not  satisfactory  to  the  Surrey  County  Council  or  to  the  authorities  in  that  county  now  supplied  by  the  Lambeth 
and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Companies.  That  in  the  event  of  the  London  County  Council  promoting 
Bills  to  acquire  the  undertakings  of  the  metropolitan  water  companies,  such  Bills  should  provide  for  the  councils 
and  authorities  outside  the  county  of  London  having  independent  control  over  the  sources  of  supply,  and  of  so 
much  of  the  undertakings  and  works  as  may  be  required  for  the  efficient  supply  of  the  outside  districts."  Those 
are  the  resolutions  which  were  agreed  to  at  Kingston,  and  those  are  the  resolutions  which  we,  on  the  part  of  the 
county  of  Surrey,  have  come  here  to  support,  and  which  we  shall  be  prepared  to  support  in  Parliament  if  we  fail 
to  come  to  some  arrangement  with  you. 

Alderman  Bethel  (West  Ham).]  May  I  inquire,  Mr.  Chairman,  whether  it  is  the  intention  of  the  County 
Council  to  create  a  water  trust  or  to  be  the  water  authority  themselves  ?  I  take  it,  if  there  is  to  be  a  water  trust, 
you  will  give  the  outlying  authorities  representation  on  the  trust.  I  should  like  to  know  the  views  of  the  Council 
before  proceeding  with  the  matter. 

Chairman.']  That  is  a  matter  which  has  not  yet  been  finally  decided  upon,  but  the  views  of  the  County 
Council,  so  far  as  they  have  been  expressed,  have  left  the  door  open  for  an  arrangement  by  which  a  committee  might 
be  formed,  on  the  analogy,  I  suppose,  of  the  Technical  Education  Board,  or  other  committees  which  have  existed,  for 
giving  representation  to  other  authorities.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  objection  to  that.  I  do  not  know  whether  I  may 
ask  Mr.  Yool  a  question  upon  his  observations,  whether  his  county  would  be  willing  to  assist  us  in  carrying  out  the 
view  which  he  and  the  other  authorities  in  the  district  have  enunciated  of  making  arrangements  in  the  Bills  on  the 
lines  which  he  has  stated. 

Mr.  Yool.']  We  shall  be  prepared,  sir,  to  give  favourable  consideration  to  any  proposals  which  may  be 
submitted  by  you^  Beyond  that  I  have  no  authority  to  speak,  but  so  far  as  that  goes,  I  can  promise  that  we  shall 
give  favourable  consideration  to  every  proposal  on  the  lines  I  have  laid  down. 

Mr.  W.  Brown.]  There  is  one  matter  which  I  should  like  to  put  right  with  reference  to  the  remarks  which  fell 
from  Mr.  Littler,  the  Chairman  of  the  Middlesex  County  Council.  It  is  not  quite  clear  to  us  how  he  got  the 
information  that  the  Local  Board  of  Tottenham  were  in  favour  of  the  views  that  he  has  put  forward. 

Sir  F.  D.  Dixon-Hartland.]  He  did  not  say  so. 

Mr.  W.  Brown.]  I  may  say  we  have  never  m  any  shape  or  form  wished  to  dispose  of  our  waterworks  at  any  price 
whatever. 

Sir  F.  D.  Dixon-Hartland.]  Mr.  Littler  did  not  say  so. 

Mr.  Brown.]  He  represented  that  except  Wimbledon,  Willesden,  and  Finchley,  all  the  local  authorities  sent  in 
their  approval.  So  that  I  think  I  am  in  order  in  saying  that  we  have  not  thought  of  such  a  thing  as  disposing  of 
our  waterworks.  I  may  say  that  we  consider  to-day  that  we  are  able  to  supply  our  own  area.  Of  course,  if  we 
can  make  terms  with  any  other  body  to  do  it  for  us  on  better  terms,  that  will  raise  a  very  serious  consideration  ;  but 
after  having  spent  a  considerable  amount  of  money,  about  80,000?.,  we  are  informed  that  we  shall  be  able  our.selves 
to  supply  the  whole  of  the  district,  although  at  the  present  time,  and  under  the  circumstances  we  have  been 
working  since  1851,  we  have  had  to  have  the  help  of  the  East  London  and  the  New  River  with  regard  to  a  certain 
part,  only  a  small  portion,  of  the  area  of  Tottenham.  Therefore  to-day  we  are  certainly  in  favour  of  standing  on 
our  own  rights.  The  supply  we  have  is  undoubtedly  pure  and  good,  very  much  better  than  we  can  get  from  the 
companies  that  are  supplying  within  our  area,  and  I  question  verj'  much  if  the  County  Council  or  the  New  River, 
or  any  company  or  body  of  persons  can  give  us  better  water  than  we  are  getting  to-day.  We  are  putting  up  now 
very  large  works,  and  we  hope  when  we  have  completed  those  works  that  we  shall  be  able  to  pump  a 
million  gallons  a  day,  which  will  be  very  much  beyond  what  we  require.  On  these  grounds  we  shall  certainly  be 
very  jealous  about  handing  over  our  supply  to  any  other  body  unless  we  can  make  very  good  terms  for  the  benefit  of 
the  ratepayers  at  large.  Of  course,  we  as  a  local  board,  do  not  make  a  profit  ;  we  give  our  consumers  the  water  for 
what  it  costs  ;  this,  of  course  the  companies  do  not  do  ;  we  are  all  aware  of  this  from  what  we  have  to  pay  for  what 
we  have.  Therefore  I  cannot  quite  understand  why  Mr.  Littler  should  suggest  that  the  Local  Board  of  Tottenham 
should  be  put  down  as  being  in  favour  of  certain  matters  which  he  has  spoken  to.  I  say  that  we  are  not,  that 
we  should  strongly  object. 

Sir  F.  D.  Dixon-Hartland.]  The  last  speaker,  Mr.  Brown,  scarcely  understood  what  Mr.  Littler  said.  Mr. 
Littler  said  that  the  whole  of  the  authorities  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  as  far  as  he  knew,  were  opposed  to  the 
scheme.  Tottenham  has  its  own  waterwork,  and  it  is  not  a  body  which  will  be  interfered  with  by  this  Bill  of  the 
London  County  Council.  I  do  not  suppose  you  intend,  sir,  to  take  up  local  waterworks  such  as  that  of  the 
Tottenham  Local  Board,  which  are  not  within  the  metropolitan  area.  But  whether  you  do  or  whether  you  do  not, 
we  are  perfectly  in  accord  with  Tottenham  in  regard  to  what  Mr.  Brown  has  said.  Middlesex  feels  very  strongly 
that  if  the  waterworks  of  the  metropolis  are  to  be  dealt  with,  those  works,  so  far  as  they  are  within  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  must  be  controlled  by  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  we  shall  not  vary  from  that,  unless  we  are  compelled 
by  Parliament  to  do  so.  That  is  the  ground  that  we  take,  and  that  is  the  same  ground  that  Mr.  Yool  takes,  and 
every  other  county  councillor  here  ;  it  is  the  principle  we  object  to.  With  regard  to  details,  we  shall  be  quite 
willing  to  meet  the  Council  in  every  possible  way.  But  our  principle  is  this,  that  in  each  of  our  counties  we  shall 
have  the  control  of  the  sources  of  supply  and  the  means  of  distribution,  and  we  will  agree  to  nothing  else. 

Mr.  Wells.]  Reference  has  been  made  by  Mr.  Littler  to  two  parishes  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  Finchley,  and 
Willesden.  As  chairman  of  the  Local  Board  of  Finchley,  I  am  here  with  my  friend  Mr.  Jones,  the  chairman  of  the 
Sanitary  Committee,  to  represent  that  Board,  and  I  can  only  say  that  we  claim  to  exercise  our  own  opinion  with 
regard  to  these  proposals.  We  think  that  we  have  ability  to  do  so,  although  we  are  perfectly  willing  to  consider 
whatever  the  Middlesex  County  Council  may  have  to  say  on  the  question. 

With  regard  to  the  parish  of  Finchley,  I  may  say  that  we  are  totally  dissatisfied  with  the  present  supply  that 
we  get.    But  I  am  bound  to  say,  having  read  the  papers  which  have  been  circulated  with  regard  to  this  matter,  thai 
I  fail  to  see  that  the  London  County  Council's  proposition  would  help  Finchley.    Finchley  is  now  supplied  by  the 
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Barnet  Gas  and  Water  Company,  which  has  the  monopoly  of  the  supply  in  our  district.  Now,  do  I  understand 
sir,  that  the  County  Council  are  proposing  to  take  over  the  powers  of  the  IJarnet  Gas  and  Water  Company  and  that 
that  is  one  of  the  water  companies  in  respect  of  which  your  Bills  will  be  promoted '?  ' 

Cluiirnmn.']  No.    We  leave  those  altogether  alone. 

Mr.  Wells.']  Then  may  I  ask  you  how  you  suggest  Finchley  is  interested  in  this  question  ? 

Chairman.']  It   is   for  Finchley  to   say  if   they  are   interested  in   it.     We  only  propose  to  deal  with  the 
companies  which  have  powers  of  supply  in  London,  the  eight  metropolitan  water  companies. 

Mr.  'Welh.]  It  does  not  appear  that  that  affects  us  in  any  way. 

Sir  John  Evans.]  I  appear  here,  sir,  on  behalf  of  the  County  Council  of  Hertford,  which  up  to  the  present 
time  has  not  taken  into  consideration  the  matters  that  you  have  laid  before  us  in  these  papers.  Our -county  is 
divided  into  two  portions,  east  and  west.  The  sources  of  supply  in  East  Hertfordshire  have  been  already  almost 
absorbed  for  the  purposes  of  the  supply  of  London,  and  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  when  these  Bills  come  before 
Parliament,  that  portion  of  the  county  of  Hertford  which  will  be  represented  l)y  the  whole  county  will  insist 
upon  having  the  first  right  of  supply  of  water  from  sources  within  the  county.  With  regard  to  the  other  side  of 
the  county,  we  are  from  time  to  time  threatened  with  the  abstraction  of  water  by  these  different  water  companies  • 
but  up  to  the  present  time  we  have  always  successfully  prevented  anything  being  done.  If  the  water  supply  of 
London  is  handed  over  to  the  London  County  Council,  we  shall  feel  that  we  have  a  still  more  powerful  antacronist 
with  whom  to  contend  than  we  have  at  present  even  in  the  water  companies,  and  I  must  confess  that  the 
feeling  on  the  western  side  of  the  county  was  this,  that  there  was  some  hope  that  the  London  County  Council 
foreseeing  the  absolute  necessity  of  a  better  water  supply  for  the  metropolis  within  a  reasonable  period,  would 
look  forward  and  obtain  some  subsidiary  supply  outside  the  metropolitan  area.  If  the  London  County  Council  will 
undertake  to  limit  the  amount  of  water  drawn  from  sources  within  the  home  counties  to  that  which  is  at  present 
drawn,  and  if  it  will  undertake  to  provide  from  some  extraneous  sources  a  sufficient  amount  of  water  to  make  up 
the  deficiency,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  will  conciliate  the  counties  around  London,  and  place  the  County  Council  of 
London  in  a  far  better  condition  to  negotiate  with  the  water  companies  than  that  in  which  they  now  stand.  I  am 
authorised  to  say  nothing  on  behalf  of  the  county  ;  I  am  merely  pointing  out  what  I  believe  the  feeling  throughout 
the  county  would  be,  and  I  suppose  that  the  only  thing  we  can  now  do  will  be  to  stand  and  wait. 

Mr.  Uuggett.]  As  a  representative  of  Tottenham  I  should  like  to  ask  you  whether  the  Bills  which  are  to  be 
promoted  by  the  London  County  Council  are  yet  obtainable  ? 

Chairman.]  No,  they  are  not  yet  filled  up. 

Mr.  Uuggett.]  It  seems  to  me  somewhat  premature  to  offer  any  decided  opinion  upon  the  matter  until  we  have 
seen  the  contents  of  these  Bills.  As  you  have  heard  from  my  colleague,  Mr.  Brown,  Tottenham  is  the  authority  for 
water  supply  for  nearly  the  whole  of  the  Tottenham  district,  and  so  far  as  we  are  concerned  we  are  in  the  position 
of  the  gentleman  who  has  just  sat  down  ;  we  are  waiting.  We  want  to  know  what  it  is  that  the  London  County 
Council  really  propose,  and  whether,  in  fact,  those  proposals  will  affect  us  in  Tottenham  or  whether  they  will  not. 

Of  cour.se,  we  know  they  must  affect  us  m  some  direction,  that  is,  in  the  direction  the  last  speaker  indicated  ; 
that  is  to  say,  as  to  the  lowering  of  the  springs  and  the  lowering  of  sources  of  water,  and  so  on.  It  may  affect  us 
in  that  way.  But  with  regard  to  the  purchase  of  our  undertaking  we  are  still  in  the  dark.  We  do  not  know 
whether  you  propose  to  effect  that  or  whether  you  do  not.  We  do  not  even  know  how  you  propose  to  deal  with  the 
comparatively  small  portions  of  our  district  which  are  supplied  by  the  East  London  Watter  Company  and  the 
New  River  Company.  We  do  not  know  how  it  will  affect  us.  I  think  my  colleague  told  you  that  we  shall  very 
shortly  be  in  a  position  to  supply  the  whole  of  our  district  with  water,  and  my  own  personal  feeling  in  the  matter 
is  at  present,  so  far  as  my  knowledge  goes,  to  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter,  because  we  have  nothing  to  gain, 
and  possibly  we  have  everything  to  lose. 

Mr.  Dickinson  (l.c.C.).]  Perhaps  I  may  answer  that  last  point.  In  the  paper  that  we  have  circulated  we  have 
stated  that  "  the  Council  has  now  determined  to  introduce  Bills  for  the  purchase  of  the  undertakings  of  the  eight 
metropolitan  water  companies."  That  limits  the  consideration  of  the  question.  We  have  determined  to  introduce 
Bills  for  the  purchase  of  whatever  rights  those  eight  metropolitan  water  companies  have.  If  they  have  no  rights 
in  Tottenhan,  nothing  in  our  Bills  will  give  us  any  further  rights,  and  therefore  Tottenham  and  Finchley,  and 
those  other  districts  which  are  anxious  about  what  may  happen,  may  rest  quite  content.  Now  it  may  appear  that 
the  result  of  this  conference  is  not  what  we  might  have  expected,  but  at  the  same  time  I  must  say  that,  personally, 
I  am  very  glad  we  have  had  this  conference  (hear,  hear),  because  one  of  the  greatest  difficulties  in  dealing  with 
this  question,  which  is  a  question  of  great  magnitude,  and  unlike  almost  any  of  a  similar  nature  that  has  been  dealt 
with  before,  has  been  that  we  knew  so  little  what  the  feelings  of  the  surrounding  counties  were  with  regard  to  it. 
Now  we  have  not  seen  any  way  to  deal  with  this  matter  otherwise  than  by  the  purchase  of  the  companies.  I  am 
sorry  Mr.  Littler  has  gone,  for  I  must  say  I  felt  inclined  to  ask  him  a  question  suggested  by  his  speech.  He  has 
said  that  Middlesex  would  not  accept  this  from  us,  because  they  insist  upon  the  principle  of  having  the  entire 
supply  in  their  county,  and  entire  freedom  in  making  use  of  it.  But  I  really  would  ask  them  whether  they  would 
assist  us  to  some  extent  by  showing  us  how  they  could  carry  out  that  proposal,  because,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  speaking 
for  myself,  and  I  believe  for  the  County  Council,  there  is  no  desire  on  the  part  of  the  County  Council  to  appropriate 
anything  from  surrounding  counties.  Our  one  desire,  which  is  a  desire  felt,  I  believe,  by  most  people,  is  to  get  the 
supply  of  water  in  municipal  hands  somehow  or  another.  We  do  not  want  particularly  to  supply  Middlesex  or  Surrey, 
and  if  there  is  any  practical  engineering  or  financial  means  by  which  we  could  so  arrange  the  purchase  of  the 
water  companies  which  extend  out  of  our  own  area  into  that  of  the  various  surrounding  counties,  we  are  perfectly 
willing  that  such  counties  should  have  a  perfectly  free  hand,  as  free  a  hand  as  we  want  for  ourselves.  I  am  sure 
we  should  consider  any  such  proposals  most  carefully. 

Then  may  I  say  one  word  with  regard  to  what  Sir  John  Evans  has  said  ?  He  expressed  some  little 
disappointment  with  the  London  County  Council,  because  it  had  not  taken  the  course  of  going  for  an  auxiliary 
supply  somewhere  else.  No  doubt  that  would  have  been  our  wish,  but  Sif  John  Evans  cannot  help  seeing  that 
our  position  with  regard  to  that  is  materially  altered  by  the  report  of  the  Royal  Commission.  Owing  to  the 
pronouncement  iu  the  report  of  the  Royal  Commission,  it  would  be  very  difficult  indeed  to  take  such  a  course  as 
that  before  dealing  with  this  question  of  the  eight  water  companies.  That  has  been  our  difficulty.  But  I  do 
gather  from  his  speech  that  at  any  rate  Hertfordshire  is  prepared  to  consider  matters,  and  to  help  us  in  the 
solution  of  this  great  problem.  This  conference  is  called  in  order  that  we  may  be  able  to  get  the  help  of  outside 
members,  so  that  we  may  not,  at  the  last  moment,  be  met  with  an  opposition  which  would,  of  course,  result  very 
likely,  not  in  securing  the  objects  of  members  of  this  conference,  but  which  would  very  probably  secure  the 
objects  of  the  water  companies  If  the  result  of  this  conference  is  that  we  can  come  into  closer  communication 
with  Surrey  and  Middlesex  and  other  counties,  and  see  whether  some  arrangements  can  be  made  through  our 
offices,  then  I  feel  confident  this  conference  will  not  be  abortive,  and  I  hope  that  Surrey  and  Middlesex  and  other 
home  counties  may  see  their  way  to  volunteer  some  assistance  in  the  solution  of  this,  the  most  difficult  problem 
that  we  can  have  to  deal  with. 

Sir 
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Sir  John  Evans.]  May  I  say  a  word  of  caution  to  the  London  County  Council,  not  to  place  too  great  a  value 
upon  the  Report  of  the  Water  Commission.  When  the  Report  of  the  Water  Commission  has  upon  the  face  of  it 
a  recommendation  to  draw  from  the  valley  of  the  river  more  than  that  Report  shows  it  yields  in  certain  years,  I 
think  that  condemns  it  sufficiently  to  show  that  not  too  great  confidence  should  be  placed  in  the  conclusions  which 
have  been  drawn,  apparently  not  so  much  by  the  Commission  itself  as  by  an  assistant  commissioner,  who  probably 
was,  until  he  was  employed  in  that  matter,  but  slightly  acquainted  with  this  subject. 

Mr.  Jones.]  As  the  Chairman  of  the  Sanitary  Committee  of  the  Finchley  Local  Board,  I  should  like  to  say  one 
or  two  words  upon  this  question  in  confirmation  of  what  the  Chairman  of  our  Board  has  said.  Mr.  Littler  has 
referred  to  his  having  the  consent,  as  I  understood,  of  the  various  parishes  throughout  Middlesex,  except  Finchley 
and  Willesden,  to  the  views  to  which  he  enunciated  to-day.  Well,  perhaps  that  is  unfortunate  for  Finchley  ;  but 
at  all  events,  we  in  Finchley  think  that  we  are  perfectly  capable  of  taking  care  of  our  own  interests  in  this  matter 
and  we  are  not  altogether  prepared  to  follow  the  lead  of  the  Middlesex  County  Council.  We  are  prepared, 
however,  naturally  to  receive  any  good  which  may  be  likely  to  accrue  to  our  Finchley  ratepayers,  no  matter, 
whether  it  comes  from  the  London  County  Council,  from  the  Middlesex  County  Council,  or  from  any  other  person 
or  body.  Now,  Sir,  the  difficulty  we  have  to  meet  so  far  as  to-day  is  concerned  is  this.  In  the  proposal  which 
appears  to  have  been  made  and  carried  are  these  words  :  "  In  the  event  of  the  undertaking  of  any  metropolitan 
water  company  being  purchased,  any  local  authority  outside  the  London  county  boundary  and  within  the  area  of 
supply  of  such  company,  shall  have  the  option  either  of  purchasing,"  and  so  on.  Now,  Sir,  of  course,  as  far  as 
Finchley  is  concerned,  I  take  it,  it  is  for  the  County  Council  to  show  that  Finchley  is  within  the  area  mentioned. 
Now,  we  are  supplied  by  theBarnet  Water  Company,  and  though  pretty  generally  well  supplied,  still  there  are  many 
defects  which  we  should  like  to  see  remedied.  But,  Sir,  as  I  understand,  the  Barnet  Water  Company  is  not  one 
of  the  eight  metropolitan  water  companies. 

Chairmnn.]  You  are  right. 

Mr.  Jones.]  And  if  that  is  so,  then  I  take  it  that  Finchley  is  not  at  all  interested  in  this  matter.  Therefore, 
we  would  like  to  hear  from  you  clearly  whether  that  is  so,  because,  if  it  is,  then  Finchley,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  need 
not  trouble  any  further  about  it. 

Chairman.]  Finchley  is  not  affected. 

Mr.  YooL]  I  may  just  say  one  word  on  behalf  of  Surrey,  in  order  to  clear  up  a  matter.  We  were  most  careful 
in  summoning  our  meeting  at  Kingston,  to  limit  the  summonses  to  those  authorities  which  were  distinctly  within 
the  area  either  of  the  Lambeth  or  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies,  because  it  was  clear  to  us  that  those 
authoi'ities  which  were  outside  those  areas  had  no  interest  whatever  in  the  matter.  It  appears  that  there  have  been 
summoned  here  to-day  many  gentlemen  who  represent  areas  in  Middlesex  which  by  no  means  are  concerned  with 
the  question  we  have  come  here  to  discuss  ;  but  I  am  happy  to  say  that  these  gentlemen,  having  met  and  very  fully 
discussed  the  matter,  were  all  unanimously  in  accord  with  those  views  which  I  have  had  the  honour  of  laying 
before  you  to-day.  Now,  with  a  view  of  bringing  something  like  that  accord  which  has  always  subsisted  between 
the  counties  of  Surrey  and  London  (because  we  have  no  desire  whatever  to  be  in  antagonism),  I  would  say  that 
if  you  can  frame  the  matter  in  some  way  which  will  meet  the  views  which  we  think  ought  to  be  insisted  upon,  we 
shall  be  very  glad  to  discuss  the  matter. 

Mr.  Steioart.]  As  Chairman  of  the  Willesden  Local  Board,  one  of  the  exceptional  Boards  which  have  been 
mentioned  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Middlesex  County  Council  to-day,  I  may  say  that  we  expect  to  get  a  supply  of 
water  at  cost  price.  Whatever  tends  in  that  directioTi  we  shall  be  pleased  to  support.  But  if  the  London  County 
Council  intend  to  make  a  profit  out  of  any  outlying  districts  outside  of  their  immense  area,  we  shall  certaii^ly 
oppose  them.  As  to  the  proposals  now  put  before  us  we  cannot  at  all  understand  them.  We  want  to  see  what 
your  Bills  are  before  we  decide  whether  we  shall  oppose  or  support. 

Chairman.]  Perhaps  I  had  better  clear  up  a  point.  One  gentleman  asked  whether  we  could  supply  them 
with  copies  of  the  Bills.  Of  course,  the  Bills  are  not  filled  up  yet,  and  one  object  of  this  Conference  was  that  we 
might,  if  possible,  obtain  materials  for  helping  us  to  fill  up  some  parts  of  the  Bills.  As  regards  the  conditions, 
they  are  public  property,  and  have  been  for  some  months,  because  the  Council  on  the  27th  February  of  this  year 
passed  a  resolution  which  gave  some  idea  of  the  policy  which  the  County  Council  propose  to  adopt,  and  that  is  that 
the  undertakings  should  be  transferred  to  the  County  Council  "  at  a  fair  and  reasonable  price,  on  the  basis  of  a 
desire  to  purchase  and  willingness  to  sell  ;  having  regard  to  any  circumstances  and  statutory  provisions  affecting 
the  present  and  prospective  position,  income,  expenditure,  liabilities,  obligations,  and  value  of  the  companies 
respectively,  and  their  undertakin<;s."  Therefore,  taking  a  broad  view  of  all  the  circumstances  which  may  affect 
them,  that  is  the  policy  with  regard  to  the  terms  of  purchase.  But  with  regard  to  these  inter-local  difficulties, 
which  are  an  essential  part  of  any  proposal,  we  hoped,  and  still  hope,  for  the  assistance  of  outlying  authorities. 
Perhaps  I  may  be  allowed  to  add  one  word  to  what  Mr.  Dickinson  said  in  reference  to  Sir  John  Evans'  remarks.  I 
feel,  for  my  part,  and  the  Water  Committee  of  the  London  County  Council  feel,  the  greatest  sympathy  with  the 
views  which  Sir  John  Evans  has  expressed.  But  then  you  see  that  we  are  advised  that  Parliament  will  not  consent 
to  our  initiating  any  subsidiary  supply  unless  and  until  this  question  of  the  transfer  of  the  companies'  interests  has 
been  dealt  with.  Now,  there  is  nothine  to  prevent  these  companies  coming  forward  one  session  after  another  for 
additional  instalments  in  the  direction  indicated  by  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission,  and  it  is  impossible  for  us 
to  say  that  Parliament  will  not  grant  these  companies  additional  powers  of  abstraction  of  water  in  spite  of  any 
opposition  that  may  be  offered.  Again,  it  is  undoubtedly  well  known  that  the  Water  Committee  of  the  London 
County  Council,  assisted  by  our  engineers,  have  been  casting  about  and  collecting  materials  for  a  report  to  the 
Council  with  reference  to  a  question  of  subsidiary  supply  ;  and  as  to  the  question  that  we  should  undertake  to 
limit  the  amount  drawn  from  rivers  and  other  present  sources  to  what  is  now  drawn,  I  say  again  that  we  have  very 
great  sympathy  with  that  view  of  the  matter,  and  if  we  could  see  our  way  to  carry  out  the  present  proposal,  and  to 
follow  it  up  with  a  proposal  for  a  subsidiary  supply,  there  is  nothing  that  would  suit  us  better  than  carrying  out 
the  views  of  Sir  John  Evans.  I  merely  mention  this  to  bear  out  what  I  said  at  the  start,  that  in  our  opinion  the 
interests  of  the  County  of  London  and  the  outlying  authorities  are  substantially  indentical. 

Mr.  John  Clarke.]  Coming  from  the  borough  of  Kingston-upon-Thames,  I  am  instructed  to  say  that  the 
corporation  of  that  borough  desire  to  preserve  complete  liberty  of  action  in  this  matter,  a  d  aiso  to  add  that 
there  is  a  feeling  in  the  borough,  and  has  been  for  many  years,  that  the  water  supply  in  the  district  of  that 
corporation  should  be  in  the  hands  of  the  corporation  independently  of  any  local  authorities  or  companies. 

Chairman.]  At  present  are  you  supplied  by  one  of  the  companies  ? 

Mr.  John  Clarke.]  Yes,  by  Lambeth. 


Mr.  Ifahei/.]    As  Chairman  of  the  Surrey  County  Council,  I  should  like  to  thank  your  Committee  fop 
inviting  us  here  to  this  conference,  and  I  quite  agree  with  the  remarks  that  have  fallen  from  Mr.  Dickinson, 
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that  the  conference  need  not  be  considered  by  any  means  abortive.  I  consider  it  has  been  a  very  useful  one, 
and  one  which,  I  think,  will  further  your  wishes  and  those  of  the  outlying  areas,  but  I  would  simply  suggest 
this,  in  consequence  of  a  remark  which  has  fallen  once  or  twice.  We  have  said  that  we  should  be  very  happy 
to  consider  with  you  any  details  which  may  bring  this  scheme  of  yours  into  harmony  with  our  views ;  but 
I  look  upon  the  County  Council  as  the  promoters  of  this  matter  to  this  extent  :  that  I  think  you  must  not 
ask  us  to  bring  our  engineers  and  our  legal  advisers  into  the  matter  for  the  present.  You  can  command 
the  greatest  ability  possible  both  from  a  legal  and  from  an  engineering  point  of  view,  and  I  think,  having 
heard  our  views,  and  having  known  what  we  want,  it  will  be  for  those  gentlemen  to  advise  you  how  to  meet 
our  wishes,  and  then,  when  you  have  got  them  into  shape,  to  put  them  before  us  for  our  consideration.  I 
merely  want  to  point  out  that,  as  far  as  Surrey  is  concerned,  1  do  not  think  we  shall  be  best  pleased  if  we 
are  called  upon  to  go  into  this  matter  from  an  engineering  and  legal  point  of  view,  o,b  initio.  We  should  like 
to  see  it  put  before  us  in  a  more  or  less  concrete  shape. 

Mr.  Musgrave.']  Speaking  of  a  district  which  is  just  outside  the  metropolitan  area,  that  is  the  district 
supplied  by  the  East  London  Water  Company,  may  I  say  that  we  sympathise  greatly  with  the  view  which 
the  London  County  Council  support,  that  the  water  supply  should  municipalised.  The  only  question  with 
us  is  as  to  who  should  have  the  control.  Looking  at  our  own  populous  district,  and  that  immediately  surrounding 
it,  it  appears  to  us  that  certainly  within  the  course  of  the  next  12  months  the  district  supplied  by  the  East 
London  Water  Company  outside  the  administrative  county  of  London  will  be  greater  than  the  district  inside 
uhe  present  administrative  county.  Therefore,  what  we  say  is,  that  while  sympathising  with  the  views  put 
forward  by  the  County  Council,  if  the  water  supply  is  to  be  municipalised,  we  must  be  represented,  and 
thoroughly  represented,  and  assist  in  the  control  of  the  sources  of  supply  from  which  our  own  water  is  derived. 

Mr.  Baker.']  May  I  ask  for  an  expression  ef  opinion  on  the  part  of  the  London  County  Council  as  to 
whether  they  agree  that  the  source  of  supply  should,  where  it  is  practicable,  be  severed  ? 

Chairman.]  Of  course  it  will  be  obvious  that  matters  of  that  kind  require  a  vast  amount  of  consideration, 
and  it  would  not  be  becoming  on  my  part,  indeed  it  would  be  quite  wrong  on  my  part,  to  express  any  definite 
opinion  on  any  point  of  that  kind.  There  are,  for  example,  intakes  which  furnish  the  whole  of  the  supply  of 
some  of  the  companies  which  take  water  from  the  Thames,  and  to  a  large  extent,  not  to  the  same  extent, 
those  which  take  water  from  the  Lee,  and  obviously  there  must  be  some  kind  of  adjustment.  How  you  can 
divide  an  intake  into  two  or  half-a-dozen  passes  my  present  comprehension.  It  may  not  be  too  difficult  a 
problem  for  engineers,  and  possibly  some  joint  proprietary  might  be  evolved  after  due  consideration.  This 
I  may  say :  that  we  have  the  sincerest  desire  to  arrive  at  an  amicable  settlement,  especially  after  the  very 
friendly  expressions  which  have  come  from  the  previous  speakers  as  to  their  wishes  to  act  with  us  on  this  point. 

Mr.  Baker.]  I  expressly  said  in  my  question  "  where  it  is  practicable."  In  our  particular  district,  Beckenhamj 
we  have  a  source  of  supply,  a  well,  which  would  be  sufficient  for  the  supply  of  that  district.  Now  may  I  ask 
one  other  question,  and  that  is,  where  a  portion  of  the  undertaking  is  to  be  transferred  to  the  local  authority, 
would  it  be  transferred  first  hand  or  second  hand,  that  is  to  say,  would  it  have  first  to  go  through  the  hands  of 
the  London  County  Council  ? 

Chairman.]  That  again  is  a  matter  for  consideration,  and  one  as  to  which  the  various  authorities  differ 
in  their  circumstances.  •  But  in  that  case,  whatever  point  of  view  you  take,  or  whatever  part  of  the  enterprise 
is  concerned,  the  view  of  the  County  Council  is  to  meet  as  far  as  practicable  the  wishes  and  convenience  of  the 
district.  As  regards  the  well,  referred  to  by  Mr.  Baker,  at  Beckenham,  I  do  not  think  there  would  be  the  slightest 
practical  difficulty  between  the  two  authorities. 

Sir  F.  D.  Dixon- Hartland.]  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  the  sense  of  the  meeting  that  the  discussion  should 
continue  any  longer,  because  if  it  is  not  I  shall  move  a  resolution. 

Mr.  Bethell.]  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  all  agreed  it  is  desirable  that  the  water  supply  of  London 
should  be  under  the  control  of  the  various  local  authorities,  and  the  only  way  out  of  the  difficulty  I  see  is  the 
creation  of  a  Water  Trust,  and  to  give  the  outlying  districts  some  representation  upon  the  trust.  Although 
I  have  no  authority  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  borough  of  West  Ham,  still  I  believe  the  Council  would  support 
your  Council,  in  order  to  endeavour  to  acquire  the  various  undertakings  on  condition  that  there  were  given 
to  the  consumers  in  the  outlying  districts  the  same  terms  and  privileges  as  might  be  given  to  consumers  in 
the  metropolis,  and  that  at  the  same  time  representation  was  given  to  us  upon  the  Water  Trust. 

Sir  F.  D.  Dixon- Hartland.]  I  think.  Sir,  I  may  move  my  resolution  now.  It  it  one  which  I  am  quite  sure 
all  my  friends  in  the  home  counties  will  agree  upon.  It  is  to  thank  your  Committee  and  you,  Sir,  for  calling 
us  here  to-day,  to  thank  you  for  your  courtesy  and  kindness  to  us  in  the  chair,  and  to  thank  the  London  County 
Council  generally  for  their  interest  in  this  matter,  and  for  allowing  us  to  meet  here.  I  am  quite  sure  all  will 
agree  with  me  in  that. 

Sir  John  Evans.]  I  have  very  much  pleasure  in  seconding  that  resolution.  We  are  all  indebted  to  the 
London  County  Council  for  the  courtesy  with  which  they  have  met  us,  and  for  the  fair  and  free  expression 
of  their  views. 

Mr.  Govier.]  On  behalf  of  the  County  Council  of  West  Ham,  may  I,  before  that  resolution  is  put,  ask 
you  what  will  be  the  result  of  this  conference  ?  It  seems  to  me  we  shall  be  perfectly  justified  in  holding  up 
both  hands  in  thanking  you  and  the  Council  for  calling  us  together  to  consult  on  this  very  important  matter. 
But  the  resolution  leaves  the  matter  just  in  the  same  place  as  it  was  before  we  met  to-day.  Could  we  not 
embody  in  that  resolution  some  idea  of  another  meeting,  and  request  the  London  County  Council,  or  the  Water 
Committee  of  that  body,  to  take  into  their  serious  consideration  the  idea  of  a  water  trust  ?  You,  Sir,  intimated 
just  now,  I  think,  that  the  County  Council  had  gone  a  little  way  on  that  path,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  is  the  best  solution  of  the  difficulty.  We  in  West  Ham  are  supplied  entirely  by  the  East  London  Water 
Company.  Somebody  said  just  now  that  the  outside  area  was  almost  as  large  as  the  inside  area  of  that  company. 
I  believe  the  area  outside  London  is  very  much  larger  than  the  area  inside.  In  fact,  the  East  London  Water 
Company  supply  only  a  very  small  portion  of  the  metropolitan  area,  but  a  very  large  portion  outside  the 
metropolitan  area  ifl  the  county  of  Essex.  Therefore  it  is  that  we  feel  that  it  is  of  the  greatest  importance 
that  a  matter  of  this  kind  should  be  settled  on  such  a  basis,  if  settled  at  all,  as  that  the  outlying  districts  in  Essex 
(West  Ham  in  particular),  East  Ham,  Walthamstow,  and  all  these  other  popular  parts,  should  have  ample 
representation  on  any  body  who  would  control  the  East  London  Water  Company  in  particular.  I  am  not 
going  to  speak  of  those  companies  which  supply  west  and  north,  because  that  would  not  be  interesting  to  the 
Corporation  of  West  Ham.  But  I  think  it  will  be  well  if  you  can  see  your  way  clear  to  dissolve  us  to-day  on 
the  understanding  that  you  will  further  consider  the  matter,  and  call  us  together  in  say  two  months'  time,  at 
such  time  as  you  think  fit,  with  some  more  definite  proposal  than  you  have  to-day,  so  that  we  shall  have  something 
on  which  we  can  form  an  opinion  as  to  the  possibility  or  otherwise  of  our  joining  the  London  County  Council 
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in  its  endeavours.  We  in  West  Ham,  and  I  believe  it  is  the  case  everywhere,  are  anxious  to  get  as  much  water 
of  the  best  quality  we  possibly  can,  by  paying  as  little  for  it  as  we  possibly  can.  (Laughter.)  We  have  already 
some  difficulties  with  our  Company,  but  we  are  afraid  that  we  may  meet  with  greater  difficulties  with  a  larger 
body  such  as  you  represent.  Therefore  you  must  excuse  us  if  we  are  a  little  timid  in  embracing  your  scheme 
v^ith  that  readiness  which  perhaps  you  would  expect.  We  have,  as  I  say,  already  difficulties  to  contend  with,  and 
we  are  afraid  of  greater  difficulties  still  as  the  result  of  handing  over  all  these  important  powers  to  such  a  large 
body  as  you  are.  Therefore  you  must  excuse  us  if  we  are  very  careful  in  taking  steps  in  the  direction  you  invite 
us  to  take. 

(The  resolution  of  Sir  F.  D.  Dixon-Hartland  was  put  by  him  to  the  meeting,  and  carried  unanimously.) 


Chairman.']  I  am  sure  the  Committee  of  the  County  Council,  who  have  invited  you  to  confer  with  us 
to-day,  are  very  much  obliged  to  you,  gentlemen,  for  attending,  and  for  the  acknowledgment  which  you  have 
so  kindly  passed.  Perhaps  it  is  not  advisable  that  we  should  fix  any  definite  date  for  any  further  conference  ; 
but  I  will  undertake  to  say,  with  reference  to  the  suggestion  of  Alderman  Bethell,  that  the  Committee  will 
very  carefully  consider  what  has  been  thrown  out  to-day  from  all  points  of  view.  I  do  not  gather  that  the 
representatives  of  the  county  councils  very  much  favour  the  idea  of  a  Water  Trust.  I  may  remind  you  that  the 
matter  was  definitely  negatived  in  the  conference  of  1891,  which  passed  a  resolution,  "  That  the  system  of 
water  management  and  distribution  as  generally  adopted  in  the  principal  provincial  towns  would  be  preferable 
for  application  to  London  and  neighbourhood,  rather  than  the  establishment  of  a  Water  '  Trust '  system." 
What  I  think  is  the  view  of  the  county  councils  is  that  they  should  have  independent  control  rather  than  that 
they  should  be  united  to  London  in  regard  to  this  matter ;  but  we  shall  consider  most  carefully  and  endeavour 
to  evolve  some  scheme  by  which  as  far  as  possible  we  can  meet  their  views  in  that  respect.  Our  one  desire 
is,  if  we  possibly  can,  to  get  some  scheme  or  plan  by  which  we  can  gain  the  sympathy,  and  satisfy  the  outlying 
authorities  that  we  desire  to  be  fair  with  them,  that  we  desire  to  be  loyal  to  them,  and  that  we  desire  if  possible 
to  bring  about  a  reform  of  the  system  of  th§  water  supply,  which  will  benefit  them  as  much  as  us,  and  should 
we  find  ourselves  in  possession  of  materials  of  a  sufficiently  definite  and  practicable  character  to  justify  us  in 
calling  you  together  again,  we  shall  not  hesitate  to  venture  upon  doing  so  in  the  full  belief  that  you  will  act 
as  frankly  with  us  as  you  have  to-day. 

(The  Conference  then  adjourned). 
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A 

ACTON.  Advocacy  of  an  alteration  of  Clause  24  of  the  proposed  Bill,  which  limits 
the  supply  in  bulk  to  local  authorities  to  a  maxiinuin  of  thirty-five  gallons  per 
head  per  day  ;  contention  that  in  Acton,  which  is  largely  peopled  with  laundrymen, 

this  supply  would  be  insufficient,  Ebbilts  3761-3770   Calculation  that  in  the  middle 

of  the  week  forty -nuie  and  a-half  gallons  jjer  head  [)er  day  are  used,  ih.  3764  

Suggestion  that  the  maximum  limit  of  thirty-five  gallons  be  removed  altogether,  ib. 
3766-3770. 

Amalgamation  of  Companies.  Strong  objection  of  the  metropolitan  water  companies  to 
the  Metropolis  Water  Bill  of  1851,  which  proposed  to  turn  all  the  companies  into 

one;  withdrawal  of  the  Bill  in   1852,  Cripps  2263-226§  Evidence  to  the  effect 

that  a  suggestion  by  the  Select  Committee  of  1852  for  an  amalgamation  of  the  Lambeth 
and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  met  with  so  determined  an  opposition  that 
it  had  to  be  abandoned,  ib.  2494,  2495. 

Ambleside  Water  Company.  Objection  to  the  Ambleside  clause  being  held  up  as  a  model 
clause  for  providing  for  the  compidsory  transfer  of  the  undertaking  of  an  existing 
water  com]jany  to  the  local  authoriiy  ;  preference  of  witness  for  the  Northwich  clause, 
under  which  the  arbitrator  would  have  to  consider  the  value  of  the  undertaking  to  the 
purchasers,  Cripps  1973-2001. 

ARBITRATIOISI  : 

Careful  consideration  given  by  the  Londoii  County  Council  to  the  scheme  of  arbi- 
tration ;  explanation  of  the  method  adopted  and  of  the  principles  proposed  to  be  followed 

as  fair  to  both  parties,  Harrison  153-158.  312-321  Evidence  showing  that  Clause  6 

of  the  Bill,  Avhich  provides  for  several  distinct  matters  being  brought  under  the  purview 
of  the  arbitrator',  received  every  attention  ;  emmieration  of  the  officers  of  the  council 
who  gave  information  in  regard  to  these  matters,  ib.  159-176. 

Examination  to  the  effect  that  a  special  direction  is  necessary  so  as  to  ensure  that 
the  state  of  the  company's  reservoirs,  beds,  plant,  &c.,  shall  be  allowed  for  by  the 
arbitrators ;  careful  consideration  given  to  the  matter,  not  only  by  witness,  but  by  the 
Parliamentary  Committee  of  the  Co\inty  Couticil,   Harrison  177.  322-340.  662-673 

Cripps  1496  et  seq.  ;  Moulton  2638-2645  Desire  of  the  London  County  Council 

that  the  arbitrator  should  be  in  the  position  of  a  Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons, 
Harrison  214,  215. 

Dissent  from  the  view  that  the  part  of  Clause  6  relating  to  the  price  to  be  paid  to 
the  water  companies  is  in  any  way  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  land,  Harrison  917-945 

 Question  as  to  whether  the  qualifications  and  limitations  placed  on  the  arbitrator 

will  not  tend  to  depreciate  the  stock  and  interests  of  the  water  companies ;  denial  that 

they  were  put  in  for  purposes  of  depreciation,  zTi.  1069-1076.  1086-1101  Instance 

in  the  case  of  the  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Company,  in  which  special  directions  - 
and  most  ample  powers  were  given  to  the  arbitrators,  ib.  1077-1085.  110lA-li09 

 Desirability  of  securing  men  of  the  highest  ability  to  act  as  arbitrators,  ib.  1105- 

1109. 

Explanation  with  regard  to  Clause  6  of  the  Lambeth  Bill,  providing  that  in  the 
event  of  the  transfer  being  effected  by  arbitration  the  arbitrators  are  to  have  regard  to 
certain  circumstances  in  determining  reasonable  terms,  that  it  is  intended  that  the  arbi- 
trators .shall  give  such  effect  to  the  circumstances  as  they  consider  due  to  them,  Cripps 
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Arbitra  tion — continued, 

1490-1495  Explanation  that  the  concluding  words  of  the  first  paragraph  of 

Cl?i.use  6  of  the  Bill,  as  to  the  liabilities  or  obligations  that  the  company  may  reason- 
ably be  required  or  expected  to  incur,  were  inserted  after  consultation  with  high 
authorities  on  arbitration  questions,  but  that  no  case  in  writing  was  submitted  to 
counsel  in  regard  to  the  woi'ds,  Cripps  1528-1547. 

Contention  that  the  future  obligations  which  would  be  imposed  on  the  companies  if 
the  undertakings  remain  in  their  hands  should  be  considered  by  the  arbitrators  when 
deciding  the  price  to  be  paid,  and  that  this  direction  in  the  clause  is  necessary  to  insure 

its  being  brought  before  them,  Cripps  1567  et  seq.  Non-inclusion  in  the  Bills  of  any 

instructions  to  the  arbitrator  to  consider  the  prospective  value  of  the  companies  and 
their  growth  in  the  future  ;  no  doubt  that  if  the  companies  wish  to  put  anything  of  the 
kind  specially  forward  the  County  Council  would  consider  it,  ib.  2147-2150  Ex- 
planation as  to  the  way  in  which  ttie  question  of  the  arbitrators  stating  a  case  for  the 
directions  of  the  Court  would  arise  ;  belief  that  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  the 
matter,  ih.  2197-2200. 

Object  of  the  arbitration  clause  in  the  Bill  to  fix  a  fair  and  reasonable  price,  not  to 
reduce  the  purchase  money:  admission,  however,  that  this  clause  would  have  the  effect 
of  lessening  the  purchase  money,  while  there  is  no  provision  that  might  enhance  the 

price,  Cripps  2203-2218  Departure  of  the  London  County  Coimcil  from  the  ordinary 

principle  of  arbitration  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  because  of  the  apprehension  that 
the  arbitrators,  without  directions,  could  not  entertain  a  good  many  important  elements 

which  it  is  only  fair  should  be  entertained,  ih.  2228-2234.  2274  ct  seq.  Adherence 

of  witness  to  the  opinion  that  all  the  instructions  to  the  arbitrators  inserted  in  Clause  6 
of  the  Lambeth  Bill  are  absolutely  necessary  ;  illustration  of  the  hardship  that  might 
arise  to  the  County  Council  if  they  were  omitted,  ih.  2507-2521. 

Examination  to  the  eft'ect  that  the  instructions  to  the  arbitrator  are  necessary,  and 
should  be  defined  by  Parliament,  in  order  that  no  ambiguity  should  arise  as  to  the 
interpretation  of  the  words  "fair  and  reasonable  value,"  Moulton  2617-2620.  2646- 

2655.   2665,  2666.  2679-2682.  2695.  2720-2723.  2741-2750.  2841-2843.  2889  

Opinion  that  the  returns  of  a  company  may^  be  swollen  by  excess  of  charge  or  defi- 
ciency in  the  performance  of  their  duties,  and  tha  t  this  should  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion in  effecting  an  arbitration,  ib.  2618.  2759-2768  Attention  called  to  the  first 

sub-section  of  Clause  6  ;  belief  that  this  proviso  is  necessary,  as  a  return  has  to  be 
discounted  if  companies  iiave  not  kept  abreast  of  their  liabilities,  ih,  2621-2626.  2716- 

2719.  2868-2871  Conclusion  that  the  instructions  to  the  arbitrator  do  not  tend  to 

unduly  cut  down  the  price  of  the  undertaking,  ih.  2636,  2637. 

Examination  in  regard  to  the  precedent  for  the  variation  of  the  language  of  rhe 
Lands  Clauses  Act  by  the  use  of  the  words  "  fair  and  reasonable  value  "'  ;  contention  that 
the  justice  of  this  requisition  is  not  to  be  tested  by  precedent,  267 1-2678A. 

2864-2867  Discussion  as  to  whether  the  improper  rejection  of  evidence  by  an  arbi- 
trator does  not  afford  a  ground  for  setting  aside  an  award  ;  belief  that  under  the 
Arbitration  Act  of  1889   this   result  does  not  follow,  ib.  2684-2694,  2820-2834. 

2873-2889  Conclusion  that  the  terms  of  purchase  in  previous  cases  generally  have 

not  been  properly  adjusted,  ib.  2737-2740  Objections  to  the  purchase  of  the 

water  companies  by  arbitration  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  ib.  2794-2800, 
2844-2849. 

Grounds  for  the  statement  that  the  County  Council  has  never  approved  the  prin- 

ciple  of  an  open  arbitration,  Sir  J.  Lubhoch  2962-2965.  2968,  2969.  3063-3072  

Keference  to  Clause  6  of  the  present  Bill  as  providing  that  certain  matters  should, 
and  certain  other  matters  should  not,  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  arbitrator ; 
examination  as  to  the  fairness  or  otherwise  of  these  provisions,  ih.  2966.  3062-3074 

 EA'idence  to  the  effect  that   witness  is  not  conversant  with  arbitrations  nor 

competent  to  say  what  instructions  should  be  given  to  the  arbitrator,  ib.  3062-3074, 

Information  respecting  a  meeting  of  the  London  County  Council  on  the  18th  June, 
at  which  it  was  suggested  to  draft  a  clause  alternative  to  Clause  .6,  Beachcroft 
3415-3437^  Objection  of  the  Council  to  purchase  on  open  arbitration,  ib.  3474-3482, 

See  also  Ambleside  Water  Compani/.  Back  Dividends.  Cmpetition.  Cotn- 
pulsory  Sale.  Debenture  Stock.  Essex.  Hertfordshire.  Kent.  Market 
Vahie.  Middlesex.  New  Sources  of  Suppli/.  Northwicli  Water  Company. 
Plant,  Sfc.        Ratealt/e  Value.        Surrey.        Transfer  before  Arbitration,  ^c. 

Area  of  Supply  {Lambeth  W aterworks  Company).  Definition  of  the  Lambeth  Company's 
protected  area  ;  unsuccessful  attempt  of  the  South  London  Company  in  1810  to  remove 

the  restriction  in  regard  to  competition  therein,  Cripps  1610-1613  Re-definitiou 

and  extension  of  the  Lambeth  Company's  limits  in  1848,  ib.  1628,  1629. 

See  also  Outside  Areas. 

Austin,  Walter  George.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Examination  to  the  effect  that  the 
County  Council  of  Middlesex  has  nut  power  to  promote  Bills;  illustration  in  the  case 
of  the  [liver  Brent  in  1893  ;  3727-3737. 
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B. 

Back  Dividends.  Question  respecting  the  first  subject  of  the  proviso  at  tlie  entl  of 
Clause  6  of  the  proposed  Bill  dealing  with  back  dividends  ;  evidence  showing  that  it 
was  inserted  as  a  compromise,  and  was  based  on  the  analogy  of  what  Avas  done  in  the 
Gas  Acts,  Harrison  199-203.  459. 

Examination  with  further  reference  to  the  question  of  the  fairness  or  unfairness  of 
the  proposal  relating  to  back  dividends  ;  detailed  information  as  to  the  reasons  which 
led  to  its  introduction,  one  of  which  was  the  action  of  the  water  companies  in 
exempting  themselves  from  the  operation  of  the  Act  in  regard  to  laying  down  pipes 
and  supplying  water,  Harrison  880-916. 

Explanations  as  to  the  payment  of  back  dividends  by  the  Kent  Company,  and  as  to 
the  grounds  upon  which  witness  further  justifies  the  proposed  limitation  upon  back 
dividends  generally,  Harrison  1004-1068. 

Grounds  for  justifying  the  proposal  that  the  arbitrators  shall  not  make  any 
allowance  in  respect  of  any  claim  to  make  up  to  the  prescribed  rate  any  dividend 
which  shall  have  been  payable  for  more  than  six  years,  this  matter  having  been  dealt 
with  somewhat  on  the  lines  of  the  Gas  Companies'  Act  of  1860,  Cripps  2048-2080. 

2201,  2202  Contention  that  the  first  section  of  the  proviso  of  Clause  6  dealing 

with  back  dividends  shall   not  alter  the  law  of  the  kingdon,  Moulton  2769-2785. 
2855,  2856. 

Objection  to  any  company  making  up  all  its  back  dividends,  witness  advocating  the 
limitation  of  back  dividends  to  six  years  in  conjunction  with  a  system  of  regulation 
and  control  of  the  companies,  Sir  J.  Lubbock  2966.  2978-2983.  3112. 

Beachcroft,  Richard  MelvilL  ( Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Witness  attends,  unwillingly, 
on  a  Speaker's  order,  and  is  in  no  way  bound  up  with  the  interests  of  Middlesex  as 
regards  the  water  question  ;  he  wrote  an  article  expressing  his  views  on  the  subject 
in  the  "  National  Review"  of  February  last,  3412-3415.  3462,  3463. 

Information  respecting  a  meeting  of  the  London  County  Council  on  the  18th  June, 

at  which  it  was  suggested  to  draft  a  clause  alternative  to  Clause  6  ;  3415-3437  

Grounds  for  the  opinion  that  the  Council  is  unable  to  undertake  the  heavy  duties  that 
wovild  accrue  by  the  purchase  of  the  water  companies  ;  attention  of  witness  called  to 
the  large  amount  of  work  done  by  the  municipalities  of  Glasgow,  Manchester,  &c., 

3437,  3438.  3472,3473.  3482-3489.  3505-3527.  3535-3540.  3555,3556  Detailed 

evidence  respecting  the  arduous  and  multifarious  work  at  present  administered  by  the 
Council,  and  the  number  of  committee  meetings  that  are  necessary  for  its  transaction, 

3439-3455.  3457-3461  Employment   of  nearly  6,700   people   by   the  Council, 

3443.  3456. 

View  of  witness  that  the  present  policy  of  the  London  County  Comicil  in  regard  to 
the  water  qiiestion  will  probably  involve  loss,  and  may  mean  a  levy  of  8c?.  in  the 

pound  on  the  ratepayers,  3464-3466.  3490-3495.  3557  Evidence  showing  that  the 

Council  is  practically  committed  to  pi'ocuce  an  additional  supply  from  a  distant  source, 

3466-3472.  3496-3501  Objection  of  the  Council  to  purchase  on  open  arbitration, 

3474-3482. 

Approval  of  the  expropriation  of  the  water  companies  on  the  ground  that  water  is 
not  the  proper  subject  for  free  trade,  3501-3504 — ■ — Explanation  of  the  extra  duties 
which  the  administration  of  the  water  question  Avould  impose  on  the  London  County 

Council,  3528-3534.  3541-3544.  3553,  3554  Desirability  of  the  establishment  of 

a  water  trust  on  which  the  Council  should  be  represented,  3544-3552  Difficulty  in 

getting  gratuitous  service  on  the  work  of  the  Council,  3558,  3559. 

Beck,  William.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — As  Chairman  of  the  District  Council  for 
Waltham  Holy  Cross  submits  objections  to  the  London  County  Council  being 
permitted  to  use,  for  London,  pure  water  derived  from  Holy  Cross,  as  it  is  necessary 

for  that  district,  3873-3877.  3880,3881  Opinion  that  the  local  water  distribution 

might  be  administered  by  the  Essex  County  Council,  or  that  urban  authorities  might 

be  grouped  with  the  object  of  a  better  and  cheaper  supply,  3877-3880  Objection 

to  a  second-hand  supply  from  the  London  County  Council,  3884,  3885. 

Beckenliam.  Impracticability  of  transferring  the  water  supply  of  Beckeuham  to  the 
management  of  the  Kent  County  Council  or  district  water  authority,  Harrison 
1262-J275. 

Witness,  as  Chairman  of  the  Water  Committee  of  the  Beckenham  Urban  District 
Coxmcil,  siibmits  strong  objections  on  the  part  of  the  Council  and  of  other  local 
authorities  in  Kent,  to  any  control  of  the  water  stipply  in  their  districts  being  vested 

in  the  London   County  Council,  RandelL  3220  ct  seq.  Rapid  increase  in  the 

population  of  Beckenham;  also,  in  the  rateal)le  value,  ib.  3223-3226, 
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Beckenham — continued. 

Several  grounds  upon  which  the  Beckenham  District  Council  and  other  local  bodies 
urge  that  the  water  supply  should  be  vested  in  the  local  authorities,  and  that  there 
should  be  complete  and  absolute  severance  from  the  London  County  Council  and  from 

London,  Randcll  3229  ct  seq.  Much  larger  supply  by  the  Lambeth  Company  than 

by  the  Kent  Company  in  Beckenham,  ih.  3253-3255. 

See  also  Outside  Areas. 

Biffwood,  James  {Member  of  the  House').  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence). — Witness,  who 
represents  the  Brentford  Division  of  Middlesex,  is  an  Alderman  of  the  Middlesex 
County  Coxmcil  and  Chairman  of  the  Parliamentary  Committee,  3560-3563.  3572. 

Evidence    showing  that  the  Middlesex  Council  have  arranged   to   protect  and 

represent  the  local  authorities,  3564-3572  Enumeration  of  the  companies  having 

'  a  right  of  supply  within  the  area  of  the  Council,  3573-3575.  3632,  3633   Informa- 
tion as  to  the  large  portion  of  water  drawn  by  the  companies  from  wells  within  the 
county  ;  opinion  that  Middlesex  has  a  primary  claim  to. this  water,  3576-358L 

Particulars  respecting  the  populs,tion  of  Middlesex,  which,  in  the  vicinity  of  London, 

is  increasing  rapidly,  3582-3586  Explanation  of  the  views  of  Middlesex  upon  the 

water  question,  as  expressed  by  Mr.  Littler  at  a  conference  summoned  by  the  London 
County  Council  in  May  1891,  and  subsequently  confirmed  in  May  1895  ;  desire  of 
the  county  to  hold  a  totally  independent  position,  3587-3607.  3615-3619.  3636-3645. 

3648-3651  Details  respecting  the  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Middlesex  County 

Council  on  the  rejection  of  the  London  Water  Commission  Bill  and  the  London 
Water  Supply  IJill ;  objection  to  any  more  water  being  abstracted  from  the  Middlesex 
area,  3608,  3609. 

Reference  to  the  remarks  made  by  Mr.  Littler  at  a  second  conference  held  in  July 
1894;  approval  of  the  purchase  by  the  county  of  the  portion  of  the  undertaking 
appropriate  to  its  use,  3610-3614.  3645.  3654,  3655— — Grounds  for  believing  that  it 
yVOuM  be  antagonistic  to  the  Interests  of  Middlesex  were  the  powers  of  supply  to  be 
acquired  by  the  London  Coimty  Council,  3620-3631.  3634,  3635. 

Examination  upon  the  question  of  the  willingness  of  the  London  County  Council  to 

give  assistance  to  the  ovitside  counties,  3646,  3647.  3661-3664  Inadequacy  of  the 

Council  to  cope  with  the  water  question,  3652,  3653  Possibility  of  a  scheme  of 

transfer  being  arranged  between  the  Grand  Junction  and  the  West  Middlesex 
Companies,  3656-3660. 

Bills  o/'1891.  Examination  in  regard  to  two  important  Bills  brought  before  Parliament 
in  1891,  viz.,  the  London  Water  Commission  Bill  and  the  Metropolis  Water  Supply 
Bill,  both  of  which  were  fully  considered  and  reported  upon  by  the  Parliamentary 
Committee  of  the  County  Council  {App.  331-340);  petitions  presented  against  the 
tAvo  Bills  for  the  establishment  of  a  Joint  Commission,  i/ar?-25ore  28-33.  36-46.  61,  62 

 Information  as  to  other  important  Bills,  viz.,  a  London  County  Council  Bill, 

Mr.  Causton's  Bill,  the  Croydon  Bill,  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill,  which 

Avere  brought  before  Parliament  in  1891,  ib.  57-69  Explanations  respecting  the 

reasons  given  for  the  rejection  of  the  Water  Commission  Bill  and  the  Metropolis 
Water  Supply  Bill  by  the  Committee  appointed  to  consider  them,  ib.  70-76. 

Binnie,  Alexander  Richardson.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Witness,  who  is  now 
chief  engineer  to  the  London  County  Council,  was  for  fifteen  years  engineer  to  the 
Bradford  Corporation  Waterworks  ;  he  is  a  member  of  the  Council  of  the  Institution 
of  Civil  Engineers  and  a  Fellow  of  the  Geological  Society,  2529-2535. 

Necessity,  before  dealing  in  detail  with  the  works  of  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark 
•  and  Vauxhall  Companies,  of  giving  general  consideration  to  the  whole  water  supply 

of  London,  2536-2540  Comparison  of  the  area  of  the  water  supply  with  the  area 

of  population  supplied,  showing  about  tAvo-thlrds  of  the  area  of  the  comj^anies  to  be 
outside  the  County  of  London  and  one-third  within,  whilst  the  proportion  of  })opula- 
tion  is  about  reversed,  2541-2546.  2550-2554. 

Conclusion  of  the  Royal  Commission  that  in  the  year  l93l  Greater  London  would 
have  a  population  of  1 1,191,934,  with  a  daily  requirement  of  415,219,732  gallons  of 

Avater,  2547-2550.   2555  Description  of  the  sources  of  suppl}'  and  the  districts 

supplied  by  the  eight  companies,  2556-2559-  Reference  to  the  frequent  reports 

issued  by  witness  in  regard  to  the  rainfall,  population,  pollution  of  water,  &c.,  all  of 
which  reports  were  considered  by  the  Council  when  preparing  the  Bill,  2560-2563. 

Detailed  evidence  respecting  the  sources  of  supply  and  the  area  supplied  by  the 

Lambeth  and  the  South^vark  and  Vauxhall  Companies,  2564-2582.  Information  as 

to  the  manner  In  which  the  Lambeth,  SouthAvark  and  Vauxhall,  West  Middlesex  and 
Kent  Companies  overlap  ;  statement  that  in  a  district  of  three  and  a-half  square 
miles  south  and  east  of  Westminster  Bridge  the  Lambeth  and  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  pipes  are  laid  in  common  through  the  streets,  although  no  active  competition 

exists,   2583-2589.    2592,   2593  Active   competition   carried   on   between  the 

Corporation  of  Croydon  and  the  Lambeth  Company,  2589-2591. 

Consideration 
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Binme,  Alexander  Richardson.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence) — coi^inued. 

Consideration  of  the  important  question  of  the  flow  of  the  Thame?,  which  varies 
considerably  ;   table  handed  in  illustrating  the  dry  weather  flow  of  the  river,  2594- 

2606  Additional  table  handed  in  showing  that  occasionally  the  companies  draw 

from  28^  to  44  per  cent,  of  the  total  annual  natural  volume  of  the  Thames,  2607- 
2611. 

Birmingham.  Examination  upon  the  terms  of  purchase  of  the  water  supply  in  the 
Birmingham  case,  witness  submitting  that  there  was  no  allowance  for  compulsory  sale ; 
admission  that  this  case  was  settled  by  agreement,  so  that  there  was  no  need  to  go 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  Cripps  2126-2147. 


C. 

Capital.  Opposition  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to  the  Bill  brought  in  by  the 
Lambeth  Company  in  1883  seeking  to  raise  new  capital;  reduction  by  the  Committae 
of  the  powers  asked  for  from  375,000^.  to  75,000/.  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  future 
legislation,  Cripps  1425-1429. 

Liability  and  risk  of  loss  incurred  by  the  shareholders  in  the  Lambeth  Company  if  a 
large  capital  outlay  be  necessary  for  an  increased  supply,  Avhereas  the  risk  would  fall 
on  the  ratepayers  under  the  County  Council  scheme.  Sir  J.  Lubbock  3011. 

See  also  Arbitration.         East  London  Heater  Company.         Neio  Sources  of  Supply. 
Redemption  of  Stock.        Sinking  Fund. 

Chatterton,  Geoigc.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Explanation  as  regards  the  Kent 
water  supply  that  the  wells  in  the  London  district  are  capable  of  being  pumped  to  the 
extent  of  about  8,000,000  gallons  per  day,  the  total  available  supply  from  wells  in 

Kent  being  estimated  at  27,5(tO,000  gallons  per  day,  3284-3292  Calculation  that 

out  of  the  total  available  supply  another  10,000,000  gallons  per  day  is  the  maximum 
that  could  be  given  for  London,  leaving  about  9,000,000  gallons  a  day  for  the  Kent 
districts  outside  London,  3292-3300.  3310-3315. 

Statement  as  to  the  practicability,  in  an  engineering  sense,  of  an  entire  severance  of 

the  supply  for  the  Kent  districts  Irom  the  London  supply,  3301-3303.  3315-3319  

Very  rapid  increase  of  the  population  of  Beckenham  and  other  districts,  the  population 
in  the  inside  districts  being  also  rapidly  increasing,  3304-3309.  3327,  3328  Conclu- 
sion that  the  Kent  authorities  should  have  the  entire  control  and  the  ownership  of  the 
supply  in  their  own  district,  the  supply  in  the  inside  area  being  under  the  authorities 
for  London,  3320-3326. 

Clauses  of  Bill.  Opinion  that  if  the  preamble  of  the  Lambeth  Water  (Transfer)  Bill 
passes  the  clauses  would  conveniently,  practically,  and  fairly,  carry  out  the  general 
scheme  of  purchase  and  transfer,  Cripps  1769. 

Com  PETITION  : 

Explanation  of  the  difi*erence  in  the  power  of  competition  between  two  or  more 
companies,  which  is  dependent  on  their  position  being  inside  or  outside  the  county  ; 
illustrations  in  the  cases  of  Croydon  and  Richmond,  Harrison  136,  137  Investiga- 
tion as  to  the  statutory  powers  of  any  other  company  to  compete  in  any  part  of  the 
Lambeth  Company's  district ;  explanation  that  power  to  supply  was  granted  by 
Parliament  to  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall,  and  the  West  Middlesex  companies,  biit, 
owing  to  a  proviso  that  they  ai-e  not  to  act  when  there  is  another  company  in  possession, 
the  benefit  of  this  provision  is  nullified,  ib.  189.  192-198.  428-445.  451-457.  673-677. 

Attention  of  witness  called  to  a  section  of  the  Metropolis  Management  Act  of  1885 
as  supporting  the  contention  of  the  water  companies  that  Parliament  has  enacted 
against  competition  ;  denial,  based  on  the  opinion  of  Mr.  FitzGerald,  as  expressed  at 
Sir  W.  Harcourt's  Committee,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  Parliament  to  discourage 
competition,  Harrison  587-606. 

Statement  that  the  South  London  Company  were  authorised,  under  their  Act  in 
1805,  to  compete  with  the  Lambeth  Company  in  certain  parts  of  the  latter's  area,  and 
were  expressly  restrained  from  competing;  in  others  ;  result  of  this  arrangement  that, 
while  the  Lambeth  Company  could  go  into  the  South  London  Company's  district,  the 

reverse  did  not  hold  good,  (Jripps  1600  et  seq.  Petitions  presented  to  Parliament  in 

1828  by  the  inhabitants  of  Lambeth  and  other  districts  south  of  the  Thames  praying 
that  the  Koyal  Commission  might  be  extended  to  South  London,  and  that  the  Lambeth 
Company's  monopoly  might  be  removed,  ib.  1614-1618. 

Consideration  of  the  whole  question  of  the  establishment  of  the  companies  in  South 
London  in  1834,  the  result  being  that  the  Vauxhall  Company  were  let  in  to  compete 
in  the  Lambeth  Company's  protected  urea,  anu  their  puwers  extended  in  other  direc- 
tions; vigorous  competition  of  the  three  companies  with  each  other,  Cripps  1620-1625 
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 Power  of  the  West  Middlesex  Company  to  compete  with  the  companies  south  of 

the  Thames  ;  that  is,  in  certain  parishes,  Cripps  1630-1632. 

Importance  of  the  period  from  1847  to  1852  ;  the  existing  constitution  and  rights  of 
the  southern  companies  having  then  been  established  ;  agreements  made  by  the 
Lambeth,  Southwark,  and  West  Middlesex  Companies  with  each  other,  whereby  the 
public  were  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  competition,  as  shown  in  table  handed  in,  Cripps 

1633-1640  Production  by  witness  of  a  map  explaining  more  clearly  the  statutory 

powers  that  have  from  time  to  time  been  granted  to  the  South  London  Companies 
since  1785  ;  continued  encouragement  of  competition  by  Parliament,  restrictions  being 
removed,  ib.  1656-1659.  1817-1826. 

No  doubt  that  the  'effect  of  the  statutory  competition  in  the  years  1841  and  1842 
had  been  to  reduce  very  considerably  the  charges  to  the  consumer ;  increase  of  the 
rates  after  the  competition  had  ceased,  Cripps  1662-1670  Failure  of  the  competi- 
tive Bills  introduced  in  1851,  the  Government  measure,  the  chief  object  of  Avhich  was 
to  cancel  all  the  then  existing  powers  of  taking  water,  and  to  secure  a  uniform  rate, 
not  passing  till  1852  ;  rejection  of  the  clauses  of  the  Government  Bill  that  were  most 
adverse  to  the  water  companies,  ib.  1671  et  seq. 

Evidence  in  support  of  the  statement  that  in  1852  the  water  companies  imdertook,  if 
they  were  not  interfered  with,  to  continue  the  competition  among  themselves  and  thus 

to  protect  the  consumer,  Cripps  1676-1685  Proposal  in  the  Government  Bill  of 

1852  that  the  companies  should  be  compelled  to  supply  the  Avhole  of  their  districts,  in 
order  that  the  consumers  should  not  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  competition  ; 
objection  of  the  companies  to  competition  by  compulsion,  ib.  1686-1699.  1827 
et  seq. 

Disagreement  of  witness  with  the  assumption  that  the  report  of  the  Select  Com- 
mittee of  1821  was  adverse  to  competition;  opinion  on  the  contrary,  that  the  whole 
tenour  of  the  report  was  that,  while  the  companies  should  be  restrained  from  amalga- 
mating or  destroying  one  another,  coni petition  shotild  be  kept  thoroughly  well  alive, 

Cripps  1818-1826  Detailed  information  as  to  the  events  that  led  to  the  insertion  in 

the  water  companies'  Bills  of  1852  of  a  proviso  which  absolved  the  companies  from 
compulsory  competition  with  each  other;  proposal  of  the  County  Council  to  repeal 
this  proviso,  ib.  1856-1867. 

Statutory  power  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  to  compete  in  nearly 
every  part  of  the  Lambeth  district ;  argument  that  if  this  power  were  properly 
exercised,  either  the  Lambeth  Company's  rates  must  be  reduced  to  the  Southwark 
Company's  maximum  or  the  latter  would  take  over  the  former's  business,  Cripps  1868- 

1880  No  doubt  that  the  proviso  in  the  Bills  of  1852  did  protect  the  companies  from 

compulsory  and  ruinous  competition,  and  was  distinctly  advantageous  from  the  com- 
panies'point  of  view,  ib.  1885-1892  Dissent  from  the  suggestion  that  the  Committee 

of  1852  explicitly  stated  that  their  object  was  to  prevent  the  companies  being  com- 
pellable to  carry  their  pipes  into  a  district  already  supplied  by  another  company,  ib. 
1928-1937. 

Admission  that  if  the  London  County  Council  became  the  owners  of  three  or  four 
water  companies  in  the  North  of  London,  they  would  have  immense  advantage  in  com- 
peting with  the  remaining  companies,  and  would,  be  able  to  finally  bring  them  to  their 
knees,  Cripps  2161  et  seq.  .  ^riu- 

Dissent  from  the  proposition  that  since  1851  Parliament  has  discouraged  competition 
among  the  water  companies ;  opinion,  from  the  consumers'  point  of  view,  that  the 
companies  ought  to  have  used  their  powers  of  competing  with  one  another,  Cripps 

2234  et  seq  Contention  that  the  Metropolis  Water  Supply  Hills  of  1878  was  a 

competition  Bill.  ib.  2'>53-2262. 

Necessity  for  an  arbitrator  to  consider  the  statutory  powers  of  any  other  company 
to  compete  in  any  part  of  the  Lambeth  Company's  district,  Moulton  2656-2664. 

See    also    Amalgamation    of    Companies.  Croydon.  Rates    and  Charges. 

Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Company. 

Compulsory  Sale.  Consideration  of  the  last  paragraph  of  the  proviso  at  the  end  of 
Clause  6,  viz.,  "  No  addition  shall  be  made  to  the  fair  and  reasonable  value  of  the 
undertaking  in  respect  of  compulsory  sale  " ;  objection  to  the  custom  of  such  additions 
being  permitted  to  perpetuate  in  the  case  of  public  authorities,  Harrison  210-213. 

Examination  as  to  the  sale  of  the  Anibleside  Water  Company,  the  Felixtowe  Water 
Company,  and  the  Chesterfield  Water  and  Gas  Company,  all  of  which  wei'e  sold  as 
purchases  by  compulsion  ;  contention,  nevertheless,  that  in  the  present  case  there  should 
be  no  addition  for  compulsory  purcliase,  /yarriscw  843-880  Reference  to  the  agree- 
ments entered  into  voluntarily  by  tlie  companies  in  1880  to  sell  without  compensation, 
ib.  946-952.                  'V  -  .."'h'^'^,;  .,u!„J, 

Contention  that  no  addition  should  be  made  by  the  arbitrators  to  the  fair  and  reason- 
able value  of  the  undertaking  in  respect  of  compulsory  sale  :  disagreement  with  the 

proposition 
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Compulsory  Sale — continued, 
proposition  that  an  addition  has  been  made  in  every  compulsory  sale  for  the  last  fifty 
years,  the  Birmingham  case  being  one  to  the  contrary,  Cripps  2122-2147.  2218 
et  seq.  Explanation  that  the  allowance  of  10  per  cent,  in  case  of  compulsory  pur- 
chase has  not  been  established  by  Statute,  but  exists  as  a  custom,  ib.  2520-2528. 

Constant.  Supply  Modification  of  some  of  the  provisions  of  the  Public  General  Act  of 
1852  by  an  amending  Act  in  1871,  placing  the  London  companies  under  obligations  as 
to  the  provision  of  a  constant  sopply  ;  exercise  by  Parliament  of  its  absolute;  right  to 
control  the  companies,  Cripps  1730-1735. 

Contracts.  View  of  witness  that  the  provision,  introduced  into  all  the  Bills,  that  con- 
tracts, &c.  made  by  the  companies  since  the  1st  July  1894  shall  not  continue  in  force 
unless  agreed  to  by  the  Council,  is  not  at  all  unreasonable,  and  is  usual  during  an 
intermediate  or  suspensory  period,  Cripps  2345  -2362.  2396-2408.  2465-2470. 

Corporation  of  London.  Details  of  an  agreement  entered  into  in  1891  between  the  Cor- 
poration of  London  and  the  London  County  Council  in  regard  to  the  Water  Bill  of 
that  year  ;  Special  Report  of  Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee,  in  reference  to 
this  question,  to  be  placed  in  the  Appendix,  Harrison  77-80. 

Examination  respecting  a  proposal  received  from  the  City  Corporation  in  November 
1891,  to  introduce  a  Bill  in  accordance  with  the  agreement  made  in  the  previous  May  ; 
explanation  showing  that  this  resulted  in  the,  London  Water  Act,  1892,  which  was  the 
first  statutory  authority  conferred  on  the  Council  to  promote  Bills  relating  to  water, 
Harrison  84-100. 

Explanations  in  regard  to  the  additional  representation  of  the  City  on  the  Water 
Committee  of  the  County  Council,  and  why  this  double  representation  is  not  applicable 
to  Wandsworth ;  reasons  for  the  City  having  exceptional  representation,  Harrison 
1132-1159. 

See  aXso  London  County  Council.        Sinking  Fund.  '  ■' 

Cost  of  Purchase.  Explanation  that  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  purchase  was  placed 
confidentially  before  the  Water  Committee  of  the  London  County  Council,  but  has 

never  been  published;  strong  comment  thereupon,  Sir  J.  T^uhbock,  2959-2961  

Probability  that  under  the  present  scheme  of  the  Council  some  35  or  40  millions 
might  be  paid  in  purchase-money,  and  some  10  or  15  millions  for  reservoirs  to  the  new 
works  and  an  additional  supply,  ib.  2962-2966.  3063-3069. 

Cripps,  Henry  Lawrence.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Witness  has  acted  professionally 
in  reference  to  Parliamentary  proceedings  for  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  and 
the  London  County  Council  for  more  than  twenty  years ;  has  had  the  exclusive 
management  of  the  work  of  the  latter  body  since  1892  ;  1387-1392. 

Long  controversy  with  the  water  companies,  extending  from  1878  to  1892,  in  regard 
to  the  technical  difficulties  preventing  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  and  the 
London  County  Council  from  dealing  with  the  water  question,  1393,  1394  Con- 
clusion of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  the  Lambeth  Board  of  Works,  and  the 
Corporation  of  London  in  1880,  that  Mr.  E.  J.  Smith's  provisional  agreements  were 
inadmissible,  and  that  it  was  necessary  to  oppose  Lord  Cross's  Bill  for  the  promotion 
and  confirmation  of  the  agreements,  1395-1397.  ^j, 

Statement  that  since  1880  witness  has  advised  on  every  Bill  brought  in  affecting 
London,  including  all  the  Bills  of  the  water  companies;  introduction  into  every  Bill, 
relative  to  water  companies,  of  provisions  clearly  indicating  the  policy  of  Parliament  in 
favoiu-  of  the  ultimate  purchase  of  the  undertakings,  1398-1400.  1410  et  seq.  Indi- 
cation by  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee  in  1880  of  three  courses  which  might  be 
adopted  in  dealing  with  the  companies,  namely,  competitive  supply,  regulation,  or 
purchase  ;  tendency  of  all  the  Acts  passed  since  then  towards  acquisition  rather  than 
competition  or  regulation,  1400,  1401.  1410  et  seq.  ;  1489. 

Conclusion  that  as  it  appeared  certain  that  the  acqtiisition  of  the  water  companies' 
undertakings  was  in  view  a  Bill  for  the  regulation  of  the  companies  would  have  been 
complained  of  as  intended  to  cripple  the  companies  previous  to  purchase,  1402-1406 

 Reference  to  the  competitive  supply  Bill  brought  in  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 

Works  in  1878,  which  had  to  be  abandoned  in  consequence  of  the  loud  outcry  against 
it,  not  only  from  the  water  companies,  but  from  the  local  authorities  and  others, 
1407.  ;yiiu)Xif 

Certainty  that  the  anomalies  and  inconveniences  of  the  present  system  are  so  con- 
siderable that  if  there  were  no  question  of  purchase  they  would  have  to  W  dealt  with  at 
once  ;  decision  of  the  County  Council  that  the  lairest  course,  both  for  ihe  companies 

and  the  public,  is  purchase  on  equitable  terms,  1408,  1409  Information  relative  to 

tTie  Bill  introduced  by  the  East  London  Company  in  1881  for  raising  capital,  which 
was  opposed  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  ;  statement  that  the  Lords'  Com- 
•Tr  384.  z  z  4  mittee 
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Cripps,  Henry  Lmcrence.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence) — continued. 
mittee  struck  out  everything  except  the  clause  making  good  certain  acis  done  by 
inadvertence,  and  the  Commons'  Committee  inserted  the  auction  clauses,  1410-1424. 

Opposition  of  the  Metropoliian  Board  of  Works  to  the  Bill  brought  in  by  the  Lam- 
beth Company  in  1883  seeking  to  raise  new  capital ;  reduction  by  the  Committee  of 
the  powers  asked  for  from  375,000/.  to  75,000/.,  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  future 

legislation,  1425-1429  Strong  opposition  of  ihe  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  and 

the  local  authorities  of  every  district  within  the  area  of  the  company  to  the  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Company's  Bill  of  1883  for  extension  of  limits  and  amalgamation  with 
the  Lambeth  Company  ;  non-approval  of  the  preamble  of  the  Bill  by  the  Committee, 
1425-1439. 

Evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company's  Bill  of  1884, 
seeking  extension  of  limits  and  an  agreement  with  the  Lambeth  Company  as  to  the 
supply  of  their  districts,  was  petitioned  against  by  the  M  etropolitan  Board,  but  Avas 
passed  by  the  Committee  with  certain  provisions  regarding  arrangement,  1440-1445 
 Importance  of  Section  24,  inserted  by  the  Committee,  of  the  Southwark  Com- 
pany's Bill  of  1884,  as  beini:  a  clear  indication  on  the  face  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 
itself  that  a  purchase  of  the  undertaking  of  the  company  was  in  contemplation, 

1445,  1446  Contention  with  reference  to  Section  23  of  the  Act  of  1884  that  the 

principle  of  competition  still  subsists  as  between  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  Com- 
panies and  ought  to  be  recognised,  1446-1448. 

Rejection  of  the  Kent  Company's  Bill  for  extension  of  limits  and  power  to  raise 
100,000/.,  and  the  Southwark  Bill  for  power  to  raise  280,0*00/.  in  1883,  the  op])osition 
being  based  upon  the  one  point  that  the  passing  of  the  Bills  would  interfere  with  the 

ultimate  acquisition  of  the  undertakings  on  fair  terms,  1449-1454  Introduction  in 

1886  of  Bills  for  raising  capital  by  the  East  London,  Lambeth,  and  Southwark 
Companies,  which  were  fought  by  the  City  Corporation,  the  Metropolitan  Board 
standing  aside  ;  peculiar  and  exceptional  form  of  legislation  introduced  for  the  first 
time,  giving  the  public  a  kind  of  reversionary  interest  in  the  undertakings  of  these 
companies,  1455-1463. 

Attention  drawn  to  the  fact  that  the  principle  established  by  the  sinking  fund  clause 
was  carried  into  the  Chelsea  Company's  Act  of  1887,  which  was  of  a  domestic 

character,  1464,  1465  Rejection,  on  the  second  reading,  of  the  Grand  Junction 

Company's  Bill  of  1888,  proposing  to  take  more  water  from  the  Thames,  1466  

Statement  that  the  Metropolitan  Board  allowed  the  Kent  Company's  Bill  for  raising 
100,000/.  share  stock  to  pass  without  opposition  in  1888,  on  the  company  accepting 
the  sinking  fund  and  auction  clauses,  1467,  1468. 

Introduction  by  the  Southwark  Company  of  a  Bill  in  1891  to  raise  300,000/. 
debenture  stock,  containing  the  sinking  fund  clause  ;  copy  of  the  sinking  fund  clause 
as  amended  by  the  Ridley  Committee,  so  as  to  provide  that  the  interest  should  be 
invested  and  held  for  the  purpose  of  extinguishing  the  company's  capital,  or  other- 
wise, 1469-1478  Further  Bill  introduced  by  the  Southwark  Company  in  1893,  for 

power  to  raise  debenture  stock,  opposed  by  the  County  Council  and  rejected  on  the 
second  reading  in  the  House  of  Commons,  as  it  would  have  complicated  the  question  of 
acquiring  the  company's  undertaking,  1479. 

East  London  Company's  Bill  of  1894  for  power  to  raise  500,000/.  passed,  subject  to 
the  sinking  fund  clause,  1480-1487— — Amount  of  capital  sought  to  be  raised  by  the 
Southwark  Company's  Bill  in  1894  reduced  by  the  amount  received  by  the  company 
in  respect  of  sales,  the  proposal  to  take  more  water  from  the  Thames  being  dropped, 
and  the  sinking  fund  clause  revised,  1481-1487. 

Power  given  in  1894  to  the  West  Middlesex  Company  to  raise  500,000/.,  it  being 
made  compulsory  on  the  company  to  utilise  for  additional  works  a  sum  of  60,000/., 

which  they  had  been  accumulating  ;  revision  of  the  sinking  fund  clause,  1483-1488  

Principal  alteration  in  the  sinking  fund  clause  in  the  1894  Acts  that  debentm-e  stock 
should  be  raised  at  par,  the  rate  of  interest  for  that  purpose  being  fixed  by  the  Governor 
of  the  Bank  of  England  :  copy  of  the  clause  as  it  now  stands  put  in,  there  being  a 
provision  that  the  1  per  cent,  for  management  shall  not  be  the  subject  of  compensation 
in  the  event  of  purchase  of  the  undertaking,  1488. 

Explanation,  with  regard  to  Clause  6  of  the  Lambeth  Water  (Transfer)  Bill 
(providing  that,  in  the  event  of  the  transfer  being  effected  by  arbitration,  the  arbitrators 
are  to  have  regard  to  certain  circumstances  in  determining  reasonable  terms ),  that  it 
is  intended  that  the  arbitrators  shall  give  such  effect  to  the  circumstances  as  they 

consider  due  to  them,  1490-1495  Opinion  that  the  condition  of  the  company's 

reservoirs,  filter-beds,  machinery,  and  plant,  and  the  probable  future  expenditure 
thereon,  is  a  fair  matter  for  the  consideration  of  the  arbitrators;  evidence  in  support 
of  the  contention  that  it  is  reasonable  to  consider  whether  there  is  efficient  storage, 
and   whether  the   water  is   efficiently  filtered  before  delivery,  1496-1506.  1528 
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Cripps,  Henry  Laivrence.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence) — continued. 

View  of  witness  that  a  special  direction  is  necessary  so  as  to  ensure  that  the  state  of 
the  company's  reservoirs,  beds,  plant,  &c.,  shall  be  allowed  for  by  the  arbitrators  ;  careful 
consideration  given  to  the  matter  not  only  by  witness  but  by  the  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee of  the  County  Council,  1 507  et  seq.  Evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  resolution 

to  press  forward  the  Bills  for  the  purchase  of  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Companies  was  carried  in  the  County  Council  by  sixty-six  votes  against 
thirty  ;  withdrawal  of  proposal  to  insert  a  clause  rendering  the  Bills  inoperative  until 
the  sixteen  Bills  had  been  dealt  with,  1515-1527A. 

Explanation  that  the  concluding  words  of  the  first  paragraph  of  Clause  6  of  the 
Lambeth  Bill,  as  to  the  liabilities  or  obligations  that  the  company  may  reasonably  be 
required  or  expected  to  incur,  were  inserted  after  consultation  with  high  authorities 
on  arbitration  questions,  but  that  no  case  in  writing  was  submitted  to  counsel  in  regard 

to  the  words,  1528-1547  Considerable  doubt  as  to  what  are  the  legal  powers  of  the 

Lambeth  Company  to  take  water  out  of  the  Thames,  the  Thames  Conservancy  having 
granted  the  company  power  to  increase  the  daily  quantity  from  20,000,000  to 
24,500,000  gallons,  after  Sir  Hussey  Vivian's  Committee  refused  to  insert  a  clause  to 
increase  the  quantity  in  the  Bill  of  1878  ;  1548,  1549. 

Claim  of  the  Lambeth  Company,  as  landowners,  to  a  legal  right  to  pump  up  water 
out  of  their  own  land  ;  opinion,  however,  of  the  Royal  Commission  that  as  this  water 
is  either  intercepted  on  its  way  to,  or  abstracted  from,  the  Thames,  it  must  be  included 
in  the  20,000,000  gallons  to  which  the  company  are,  according  to  the  view  of  witness, 

restricted,  1550-1552  Contention  of  the  Southwark  Company  that  they  have  a 

i-ight  to  take  24,500,000  gallons  from  the  Thames  per  day ;  certainty  that  if  their  legal 
powers  only  extend  to  20,000,000  gallons  per  day  they  are  existing  by  selling  water 
that  does  not  belong  to  them,  1550-1552. 

Opposition  of  the  County  Council  to  the  Thames  Conservancy's  reorgani-^ation  Bill 
of  last  year,  because  it  proposed  to  legalise  the  arrangements  under  which  the  two 
water  companies  each  took  24,500,000  gallons  per  day  from  the  Thames ;  result  that 

the  companies  Avere  forbidden  to  take  any  further  quantity,  1553-1560   Strong 

feeling  in  Hertfordshire  that  the  whole  county  is  suffering  from  the  gradual  abstraction 
of  water  from  the  county  by  London  ;  petition  of  the  Hertfordshire  County  Council,  in 
connection  with  the  New  River  Bill,  that  no  increase  in  the  quantity  now  taken  shall 
be  allowed,  1561,  1562. 

Proposals  of  the  County  Councils  of  Hertfordshire,  Kent,  and  Middlesex,  and  of  the 
Thames  Conservancy,  that  the  power  of  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  Companies  to 
take  water  from  the  Thames  shall  not  be  extended  beyond  24,500,000  gallons  per  day  ; 
special  necessity  of  the  clause  enabling  these  proposals  being  brought  to  the  attention 
of  tlie  arbiirators,  1563,  1564 — — Auention  drawn  in  the  Report  of  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board  on  the  Lambeth  Company's  Bill  that  the  company  must  not  rely  upon 
their  power  to  take  water  at  Long  Ditton  ;  belief  that  although  this  source  is  an  im- 
proper one  it  is  sometimes  used,  1565,  1566. 

Contention  that  the  future  obligations,  which  would  be  imposed  on  the  companies  if 
the  undertakings  remain  in  their  hands,  should  be  considered  by  the  arbitrators  when 
deciding  the  price  to  be  paid,  and  that  the  direction  in  the  clause  is  necessary  to  ensure 

its  being  brought  before  them,  1567  et  seq.  General  opinion  that  the  breakdown  of 

the  companies'  supply  during  last  winter  was  due  to  the  mains  being  laid  too  near 
the  siu'face,  and  to  the  companies,  instead  of  continuing  the  water  supply  in  their  mains, 
shutting  it  off ;  no  doubt  that  the  companies,  when  discussing  this  matter  before  the 
arbitrators,  would  point  out  that  they  got  their  money  whether  they  supplied  the  Avater 
or  not,  1568-1574. 

Decided  opinion  that  the  legality  of  the  charge  for  water  that  was  not  supplied,  and 
of  other  disputed  charges,  is  a  matter  to  be  brought  before  the  arbitrator,  as  it  would 
seriously  affect  the  company's  revenue,  and  consequently  the  amount  to  be  paid,  1575 

et  seq.  Evidence  in  svipport  of  the  view  that  the  Lambeth  Company  are  not  entitled 

both  to  charge  a  higher  rate  per  cent,  than  the  other  companies,  and  also  to  charge 
extra  for  other  than  domestic  supplies,  including  10s.  per  annum  for  fixed  baths  ; 
submission  by  witness  of  demand  notes  of  the  Southwark  and  Lambeth  Companies, 
showing  that  the  latter  is  misleading,  1585  et  seq. 

First  statutory  grant  by  Pai'liament  to  supply  the  South  of  London  with  water  in 
1785,  when  the  Lambeth  Company  were  authorised  to  supply  the  parish  of  Lambeth 
and  parts  adjacent  ;  establishment  in  1805  of  the  South  London  Company,  which 
afterwards  became  the  Vauxhall  Waterworks  Company,  and  was  finally  amalgamated 
in  1845  with  the  Southwark  Company  as  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company,  1593 

et  seq.;   1619.   1626,  1627  Statement  that   the   South  London  Company  were 

authorised  imder  their  Act  in  1805  to  compete  with  the  Lambeth  Company  in  certain 
parts  of  the  latter's  area  and  were  expressly  restrained  from  competing  in  others ; 
result  of  this  arrangement  that  while  the  Lambeth  Company  could  go  into  the  South 
London  Company's  district,  the  latter  could  not  go  into  the  former's,  1600  et  seq. 
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Definition  of  the  Lambeth  Company's  protected  area;  unsuccessful  attempt  of  the 
*''South  London  Company  in  1810  to  remove  the  restriction  in  regard  to  competition 

■'•therein,  1610-1613  Petitions  presented  to  Parliament  in  1828  by  the  inhabitants  of 

'  Lambeth  and  other  districts  south  of  the  Thames  praying  that  the  Royal  Commission 
■might  be  extended  to  South  London,  and  that  the  Lambeth  Company's  monopoly 
might  be  renioved,  1614-1618. 

Conbideration  of  ihe  whole  question  of  the  establishment  of  the  companies  in  South 
London  in  1834,  the  result  being  that  the  Vauxhall  Company  were  let  in  to  compete 
in  the  Lambeth  Company's  protected  area,  and  their  powers  extended  in  other 
directions;  vigorous  competition  of  the  three  companies  with  each  other,  1620-1625 

 Re-definition  and  extension  of  the  Lambeth  Company's  limits  in  1848;  1628, 

1629. 

Power  of  the  West  Middlesex  Company  to  compete,  in  certain  parishes,  with  the 

companies  south  of  the  Thames,  1630-1632  Importance  of  the  period  from  1847 

to  1852,  the  existing  constitution  and  rights  of  the  southern  companies  having  then 
lieeri  established;  agreements  made  by  the  Lambeth,  Southwark,  and  West  Middlesex 
Companies  with  each  other,  whereby  the  public  were  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  compe- 
tition, as  shown  in  the  table  handed  in,  1633-1640. 

Evidence  to  the  effect  that  in  no  single  case  have  the  London  water  companies  paid 
for  their  source  oL'  supply  ;  contention  that  the  authority  representing  the  inhabitants 
of  London  has  certain  rights  in  the  water  of  the  Thames,  and  that  the  legal  powers  of 

the  companies  to  take  water  should  be  considered  by  the  arbitrators,  1641-1644  

Chief  provision  of  the  Government  Bill  ol'  1851  that  no  more  water  should  be  taken 
in  at  the  then  existing  sources  from  the  Thames ;  opposition  of  all  the  water  companies 
to  the  Bill,  the  result,  however,  being  that  the  companies  had  to  go  higher  up  the  river 
for  their  supplies,  1645-1655. 

[Second  Examination.]  Production  by  witness  of  a  map  explaining  more  clearly 
the  statutory  powers  that' have  from  time  to  time  been  granted  to  the  South  London 
companies  since   1785  ;  continued   encouragement  of   competition   by  Parliament, 

'  restrictions  being  removed,  1656-1659.  1817-1826  Failure  of  the  competitive  Bills 

introduced  in  1851,  the  Government  measure,  the  chief  object  of  which  was  to  cancel 
all  the  then  existing  powers  of  taking  water  and  to  secure  a  uniform  rate,  not  passing 
till  1852;  rejection  of  the  clauses  of  the  Government  Bill  that  were  most  adverse  to 
the  water  companies,  1671  et  seq. 

No  doubt  that  the  effect  of  the  statutory  competition  in  the  years  1841  and  1842 
had  been  to  reduce  very  considerably  the  charges  to  the  consumer  ;  increase  of  the 

"••rates  after  the  competition  had  ceased,*  1662-1670  Evidence  in  support  of  the 

statement  that  in  1852  the  water  companies  undertook,  if  tbey  were  not  interfered 
with,  to  continue  the  competition  among  themselves,  and  thus  to  protect  the  consumer, 

1676-1685  -Proposal  in  the  Government  Bill  of  1852  that  the  companies  should 

be  compelled  to  supply  the  whole  of  their  districts  in  order  that  the  consumers 
should  not  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  competition  ;  objection  of  the  companies  to 
competition  by  compulsion,  1686-1699.  1827  et  seq. 

Suggestion  that  the  attention  of  the  arbitrator  should  be  directed  to  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  existing  powers  of  charging  were  given  by  Parliament  to 
the  companies,  as  the  distinct  pledge  in  regard  to  maximum  rates  given  by  the 

companies  in  1852  has  not  been  fulfilled,  1700  et  stq.  Extracts  from  the  speeches 

made  by  the  representatives  of  the  water  companies  during  the  inquiry  in  1852 
against  a  uniform  rate  in  support  of  the  statement  that  the  companies  represented  that 
their  maximum  rate  would  only  be  charged  in  particular  cases,  and  under  certain 

■  '-'circumstances,  1707  et  seq.         Contention  that  the  arbitrator  should,  when  considering 

the  price  to  be  paid,  treat  the  company's  statutory  maximum  rate  as  a  rate  that  ought 
to  have  been  receded  from  in  the  majority  of  instances,  and  that  he  should  also  have 

■  the  possibility  of  Parliamentary  control  and  regulation  clearly  within  his  purview; 
necessity  of  an  instruction  to  that  effect,  1724  et  seq.  ;  1883,  1884.  1902  et  seq. 

Modification  of  some  of  the  provisions  of  the  Public  General  Act  of  1852  by  an 
amending  Act  in  1871,  placing  the  London  companies  under  obligations  as  to  the 
provision  of  a  constant  supply  ;  exercise  by  Parliament  of  its  absolute  right  to  control 

the  companies,  1730-1735  Absolute  necessity  on  the  principle  of  expressio  unius  of 

instructing  the  arbitrator  to  have  regard  to  the  condition  of  the  reservoirs,  &c., 
1744-1748. 

Assertion  that  the  London  County  Council  did  not  attempt  to  make  out  any  case 
against  the  water  companies  before  the  Royal  Commission  of  1890,  but  that  the 
companies  made  a  very  strong  case  in  their  own  favour  ;  view  of  the  Council  that  the 
terms  of  reference  to  the  Commission  excluded  the  vital  question,  the  Report  of  the 

Water  Committee  being  handed  in,  1749-1763.  1771  et  seq.-  Explapation  that  the 

chief  reason  why  the  Council  is  proceeding  by  eight  Bills  instead  of  one  is  that  great 

differences 
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differences  exist  between  the  several  companies ;  opinion  that  if  tlie  eight  companies 
had  been  grouped  together  in  one  Bill  it  would  hav^e  heen  quite  impracticable  to  deal 
with  tlie  matter  within  the  limits  of  any  one  Session,  1764-1768. 

Conlention  that  if  the  preamble  of  the  Lambeth  Water  (Transfer)  Bill  passes,  the 
clauses  would  conveniently,  practically,  and  fairly  cirry  out  the  general  scheme,  1769 

 Conclusion  of  the  County  Council  that  they  should  be  allowed  at  least  100  years 

(instead  of  sixty)  within  which  to  provide  for  repayment  of  the  purch  ise-money,  1770. 

Grounds  for  the  contention  that  the  Royal  Commission  of  1890  did  not  re^jort  that 
there  was  an  adequate  supj)ly  of  good  water  to  hj  got  from  the  watershed  of  the 

Thames  and  Lea,  Mil  et  seq.  Desire  of  the  County  Council  that  the  arbitrator 

should  have  due  regard  to  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Cnmmission  of  1890;  necessity  of 
the  direction  to  tlie  arbitrator  to  consider  the  probability  of  a  new  source  of  supply 
being  required,  1796  et  seq. 

Disagreement  of  witness  with  the  assum])tion  that  the  Report  of  the  Select 
Committee  of  1821  was  adverse  to  competition  ;  opinion,  on  the  contrary,  that  the 
whole  tenour  of  the  report  was  that  while  the  companies  should  be  kept  from 
amalgamating  or  destroying  one  another,  competition  should  be  kept  thoroughly  well 
alive,  1818-1826. 

Detailed  information  as  to  the  events  that  led  to  the  insertion  in  the  water  com- 
panies' Bills  of  1852  of  a  proviso  Avhich  absolved  the  companies  from  compulsory 
competition  with  each  other  ;  proposal  of  the  County  Council  to  repeal  this  proviso, 

1856-1867  Statutoi'y  power  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  to  compete 

in  nearly  every  part  of  the  Lambeth  district  ;  argument  that  if  this  power  were 
properly  exercised,  either  the  Lambeth  Company's  rates  must  be  reduced  to  the 
Sonthwark  Company's  maximum  or  the  latter  would  take  over  the  former's  business, 
1868-1880. 

Statement  that  if  the  West  Middlesex  Company  were  using  as  they  ought  their 
powers  to  supply  three  important  parishes  in  the  Lambeth  district,  the  consumers  in 
those  parishes  would  have  the  benefit  of  using,  at  a  lower  price,  better  water  than  that 

which  they  are  now  receiving,  1881,  1882  No  doubt  that  the  proviso  in  the  Bills  of 

1852  did  protect  the  companies  from  compulsory  and  ruinous  competition,  and  was 
distinctly  advantageous  from  the  companies'  point  of  view,  1885-1892. 

Explanation,  with  reference  to  the  23rd  Section  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall 
Act  of  1884,  that,  although  the  Southwark  and  Lambeth  companies  were  allowed  to 
carry  out  purely  domestic  arrangements  between  themselves,  it  was  expressly  provided 
that  no  such  arrangement  should  interfere  with  their  responsibilities  to  the  consumers, 

1894-1902  Admission  that  Clause  3  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill  would 

have  the  effect  of  reducing  the  purchase  money  which  the  company  might  otherwise 
claim  ;  possibility,  however,  of  Part  II.  only  of  the  Bill  being  passed,  1902-1927. 

[Third  Examination.] — Dissent  from  the  suggestion  that  the  Committee  of  1852 
explicitly  stated  that  their  object  was  to  prevent  the  companies  being  compellable  to 

carry  their  pipes  into  a  district  already  supplied  by  another  company,  1928-1937  

Adherence  of  witness  to  his  statement  that  in  1852  the  companies  gave  pledges  to 
Parliament  that  in  the  majority  of  instances  they  would  not  charge  their  legal  maximum, 
and  that  they  have  broken  those  pledges  ;  contention  that  this  matter  ought  to  be 
brouo;ht  tmder  the  consideration  of  the  arbitrator,  1937-1955. 

Admission  that  the  preamble  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill  goes  further,  as 
regards  arbitration,  than  the  London  County  Council  intend  to  go,  and  that  evidence 

will  not  be  given  to  justify  the  paragraph  in  its  present  form,  1955-1973  Objection 

to  the  Ambleside  clause  being  held  up  as  a  model  clause  for  providing  for  the  compid- 
sory  transfer  of  the  undertaking  of  an  existing  water  company  to  the  local  authority  ; 
preference  of  witness  for  the  Northwich  clause,  under  which  the  arbitrator  would  have 
to  consider  the  value  of  the  undertaking  to  the  purchasers,  1973-2002. 

Concurrence  of  witness  in  the  statement  that  the  arbitrator  could  take  into  considera- 
tion, without  an  instruction,  the  condition  and  state  of  efficiency  of  the  reservoirs,  &c., 

per  se,  but  not  as  involving  a  future  liability  on  the  companies,  2002-2016  Grrounds 

for  the  opinion  that  although  an  arbitrator  coidd,  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act, 
inquire  into  the  condition  of  the  reservoirs,  &c.,  he  could  not,  in  the  absence  of  some 
direction,  go  into  the  question  as  to  whether  the  mains  had  been  laid  at  a  proper  depth, 
2017-2040. 

Doubt  as  to  the  arbitrators  being,  without  instruction,  entitled  to  take  into  considera- 
tion any  liabilities  or  obligations  that  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  may  be 

reasonably  required  or  expected  to  incur,  2040-2048  Grounds  for  justifying  the 

proposal  that  the  arbitrators  shall  not  make  any  allowance  in  respect  of  any  claim  to 
make  iip  to  the  prescribed  rate  any  dividend  which  shall  have  been  payable  for  more 
than  six  years,  the  matter  having  been  dealt  with  somewhat  on  the  lines  of  the  Gas 
Companies  Act  of  1860;  2048  -2080.  2201,  2202. 
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Opinion  that  the  arbitrators  should  be  prohibited  from  making  any  allowance  in 
respect  of  any  assumed  future  increase  of  the  rateable  value  of  property,  as  there  is 
no  reason  why  more  money  should  be  paid  to  the  water  companies  in  consequence  of 
the  people  of  London  having  by  their  own  requirements  increased  the  rateable  value, 
especially  when  there  is  no  increased  consumption  of  water,  2080-2122. 

Contention  that  no  addition  should  be  made  by  the  arbitrators  to  the  fair  and 
reasonable  value  of  the  undertaking  in  respect  of  compulsory  sale  ;  disagreement  with 
the  proposition  that  an  addition  has  been  made  in  every  compulsory  sale  for  the  last 
fifty  years,  the  Birmingham  case  being  one  to  the  contrary,  2122-2147.  2218  et  seq. 

Non-inclusion  in  the  Bills  of  any  instruction  to  the  arbitrator  to  consider  the 
prospective  value  of  the  companies  and  their  growth  in  the  future  ;  no  doubt  that  if 
the  companies  wish  to  put  anything  of  the  kind  specially  forward  the  County  Council 
would  consider  it,  2147-  2150. 

Inability  of  witness  to  produce  any  precedent  for  the  provision  in  tlie  Lambeth  Bill 
that  the  undertaking  of  the  company  shall  be  transferred  on  a  s[)ecified  day  to  the 
Council  before  the  price  has  been  paid  or  ascertained,  2150-2152. 

Reasons  why  the  recommendation  of  Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee  to 
take  all  the  companies  or  none  before  a  fixed  date  was  not  acted  upon ;  possibility  that 
the  Council  may  succeed  in  justifying  the  purchase  of  some  of  the  companies  and  not 

of  others,  2153  et  seq,  ;  2277  et  seq,  Admission  that  if  the  Council  became  the 

owners  of  three  or  four  comj^anies  in  the  north  of  London  they  would  have  immense 
advantage  in  competing  with  the  remaining  companies,  and  would  be  able  to  finally 
bring  them  to  their  knees,  2161  et  seq. 

Difficulties  in  the  way  of  inserting  a  provision  in  every  Transfer  Bill  that  the 
company  which  is  the  subject  of  the  Bill  shall  not  be  bought  until  notice  shall  have 
been  given  to  buy  all  the  other  companies ;  opinion  that  such  a  provision  would  defer 
the  whole  matter  indefinitely,  2171-2196 — ■ — Explanation  as  to  the  way  in  which  the 
question  of  the  arbitrators  stating  a  case  for  the  directions  of  the  court  would  arise  ; 
belief  that  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  the  matter,  21  97-2200. 

Object  of  the  arbitration  clause  in  the  Bill  to  fix  a  fair  and  i-easonable  price,  not  to 
reduce  the  purchase  money ;  admission,  however,  that  this  clause  would  have  the 
effect  of  lessening  the  purchase  money,  while  there  is  no  provision  that  might  enhance 

the  price,    2203-2218  Departure    of  the    London    County    Council  from  the 

ordinary  principle  of  arbitration  under  the  Land  Clauses  Act  because  of  the 
apprehension  that  the  arbitrators  without  directions  could  not  entertain  a  good 
many  important  elements  which  it  is  only  fair  should  be  entertained,  2228-2234.  2274 
et  seq. 

Dissent  from  the  proposition  that  since  1851  Parliament  has  discoiu-aged  competition 
among  the  water  companies  ;  opinion,  from  the  consumers'  point  of  view,  that  the 
companies  ought  to  have  used  their  powers  of  competing  with  one  another,  2234  et  seq. 

 Contention  that  the  Metropolis  Water  Supply  Bill  of  1878  was  a  competition  Bill, 

2253-2262. 

Strong  objection  of  the  metropolitai^  water  companies  to  the  Metropolis  Water  Bill 
of  1851,  which  proposed  to  turn  all  the  companies  into  one  ;  Avithdrawal  of  the  Bill 

in  1852;  2263-2268  Proposal  of  the  Government  in  1845  that  the  companies 

should  be  consolidated  and  placed  under  the  control  of  a  Government  Department; 
admission  that  the  Government  was  then  content  with  arbitration  without  special 
instructions,  2268-  2272. 

[Fourth  Examination.] — Approximate  aggregate  market  value  of  the  undertakings 
of  the  water  companies  somewhere  between  30,000,000/.  and  35,000,000/. ;  opinion 
that  the  value  is  very  much  over-estimated,  having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances, 

2300-2304.  2482-2486^  Further  argument  in  support  of  the  contention  that  the 

period  of  redemption  of  the  stock  created  in  connection  with  the  purchase  of  the 
water  companies  should  be  100  years  ;  admission  that  the  general  policy  of  Parliament 
in  recent  years  has  been  to  shorten  the  period  within  which  municipal  authorities  are  to 
provide  for  their  debts,  2305-2329.  2344,  2345.  2480,  2481. 

Explanation  that  the  London  County  Council  propose  in  their  Bills  that  the 
transfer  of  the  tmdertakings  shall  take  place  before  the  purchase,  because  it  may  be 
eight  or  ten  yeai'S  before  the  actual  sum  to  be.  paid  can  be  ascertained;  precedents  for 

this  course,  2329-2344.  2471-2475  View  of  witness  that  the  provision,  introduced 

into  all  the  Bills,  that  contracts,  &c.,  made  by  the  companies  since  the  1st  July  1894 
shall  not  continue  in  force  unless  agreed  to  by  the  Council,  is  not  at  all  unreasonable, 
and  is  usual  during  an  intermediate  or  suspensory  pei'iod,  2345-2362,  2396-2408. 
2465-2470. 
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Statement  that  the  liability  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  debenture  stock  will  be  con- 
tinued under  the  Bills,  and  that  the  Council  has  every  desire  to  make  the  debenture 
stock  absolutely  secure  ;  opinion  that  the  case  would  be  very  fairly  met  if  the  com- 
panies settled  vs^ith  their  debenture  holders  on  receiving  the  purchase  money,  2363- 

2376.  2471-2480  Explanation  that  there  is  no  provision  in  the  Bills  for  winding  up 

the  companies,  because  it  was  thought  better  on  the  whole  to  leave  each  company  to 
deal  with  their  purchase  money  as  they  think  fit ;  probability  that  the  New  River 
Comjjany  would  not  wind  up,  2376-2395.  2458-2460. 

Willingness  of  the  London  County  Council  to  come  to  an  arrangement  with  all  the 
other  comity  authorities  on  the  same  basis  as  that  agreed  to  with  Surrey  ;  opinion 

that  this  is  more  a  matter  of  detail  than.of  principle,  2409-2413.  2421  et  seq.  No 

doubt  that  the  result  of  the  Council  proceeding  by  eight  Bills  rather  than  by  one  will 
be  to  multiply  the  number  of  petitions  from  local  authorities  to  some  extent,  but  that 
it  lessens  the  munber  that  need  be  heard  at  the  same  time  and  very  considerably 
reduces  their  contents,  2414  et  seq. 

Probable  necessity  of  the  agreement  between  the  London  and  Surrey  County 
Councils  having  to  be  confirmed  by  Act  of  Parliament ;  correspondence  put  in  showing 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  County  Councils  to  do  everything  in  their  power  for  the 

general  interests  of  the  local  authorities  within  their  borders,  2449-2457  Opinion 

that  if  the  shareholders  of  the  companies  are  put  to  any  expense  in  re-investing  their 
money,-  that  is  a  matter  which  should  be  considered  by  the  arbitrators,  2461-2464. 

General  satisfaction  of  the  London  County  Council  with  the  Report  of  the  Royal 
Commission,  the  extent  to  which  they  differ  from  it  being  indicated  in  the  Report  of 

the  Water  Committee  of  the  Council,  dated  the  1st  February,  2487,  2488  Object 

of  the  Bill  introduced  by  the  Council  in  1893  to  obtain  powers  to  acquire  some  new 
source  of  water  supply  for  London,  the  opposition  to  tlie  Birmingham  Bill  of  1892 
having  been  based  on  the  opinion  that  a  new  source  was  imperatively  necessary  ; 
decided  opinion  that  the  arbitrators  should  have  regai-d  to  the  possibility  of  new 
sources,  2489,  2493. 

Evidence  to  the  effect  that  a  suggestion  in  1852  for  an  amalgamation  of  the 
Lambeth  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  met  with  so  determined  an 

opposition  that  it  had  to  be  abandoned,  2494-2495  Explanation  that  the  reason 

why  the  attention  of  Parliament  has  not  been  di  awn  to  the  fact  that  the  companies 
are  charging  their  maximum,  notwithstanding  their  pledges  to  the  contrary,  was  tha,t 
there  was  no  legal  body  that  could  have  dealt  with  ihe  quesiion  until  1892  ;  desirability 
of  the  arbitrators  considering  the  matter,  2496-2498. 

Contention  that  the  Southwark  Company  are  making  their  income  by  selling  water 
to  which  they  have  no  right,  and  that,  therefore,  their  charges  are  wholly,  or  in  part, 

illegal,  2496-2500  Statement  that  under  the  Northwicli  Clause  the  undertaking 

was  to  be  purchased,  not  at  the  value  to  the  owner,  but  at  the  value  to  the  purchaser, 
2504-2506. 

Adherence  of  witness  to  his  previously  expressed  opinion  that  all  the  instructions  to 
the  arbitrators  inserted  in  Ciause  6  of  the  Lambeth  Bill  are  absolutely  necessary  ; 
illustration  of  the  hardship  that  might  arise  to  the  County  Council  if  they  were 

omitted,  2507-2521  Probability  that  the  arbitrators  wordd  not,  without  a  special 

direction,  consider  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission,  2522-2525. 

Explanation  that  the  allowance  of  10  per  cent,  in  case  of  compulsory  purchase  has 
not  been  established  by  Statute,  but  exists  as  a  custom,  2526-2528. 

[Fifth  Examination.] — Further  evidence  in  support  of  the  statement  that  the  Avatet 
companies  gave  pledges  in  1852  to  recede  from  their  maxima,  which  they  have  not 
kept ;  dissent  from  the  suggestion  that  the  pledges  were  given  on  condition  that  the 

Bills  were  passed  as  they  stood,  2892  et  seq.  Explanation  that  the  companies  are 

not  all  in  the  same  position  in  regard  to  the  pledges  given  in  1852,  some  of  the 
companies  not  having  then  had  Bills  before  Parliament,  2923-2928. 

Contention  that  the  point  in  discussion  with  regard  to  the  rates  in  1852  was  whether 
the  principle  of  a  maximum  rate  that  could  be  receded  from  in  the  majority,  probably, 
of  instances  was  a  reasonable  mode  of  rating  property  for  payment  for  the  supply  of 

water,  2929-2935  Evidence  to  the  effect  that  although  the  Kent  Company  had  a 

Bill  in  1852  they  did  not  get  their  rates  fixed  until  1864,  the  East  London  Company's 
rates  having  been  altered  in  1853  ;  2936. 

Croydon.    Active  competition  carried  on  between  the  Corporation  of  Croydon  and  the 
Lambeth  Company,  Binnie  2589-2591. 
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D. 

Debenture  Holders.    Particulars  respecting  the  means  taken  under  the  Bill  to  provide 

"  for  the  perfect  security  of  the  debenture  holders,  Harrison  214.  216-219  Discussion 

concerning  the  fairness  of  taking  the  depressed  year  1893  as  the  market  value  at  which 
debenture  stock  is  to  be  paid  ;  opinion  that  it  is  immaterial  to  the  London  County 
Council,  and  that  a  clause  could  be  inserted  to  secure  debenture  holders,  ib.  570-585. 

Information  in  connection  with  the  position  of  debenture  holders  should  portions  of 
the  undertaking  be  sold  to  various  other  authorities  outside  London ;   there  is  no 

power  to  partition  until  purchase  is  complete,  Harrison  05  Willingness  of 

witness  to  insert  any  clauses  for  the  protection  of  debenture  holders,  ib.  702,  703. 

Statement  that  the  liability  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  debenture  stock  will  be 
continued  imder  the  Bills,  and  that  the  Council  has  every  desire  to  make  the  debenture 
stock  absolutely  secure ;  opinion  that  the  case  would  be  very  fairly  met  if  the 
companies  settled  with  their  debenture  holders  on  receiving  the  purchase  money, 
Cripps  2363-2376.  2471-2480.  <f  tn-i 

See  also  Sinking  Fund. 

Demand  Notes  (Applica/ion  for  Water  Bate).     Form  of  notice  of  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company  with  reference  to  applications  for  water  rates,  App.  317. 

Forms  of  notice  of  the  Lamheth  Company  with  reference  to  applications  for  payment 
of  water  rates,  App.  318-320. 

Dissolution  of  Parliament.     Announcement  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
27th  Jime  that  it  will  be  hopeless  to  proceed  with  the  inquiry  if  the  dissolution  of 

Parliament  should  take  place,  as  expected,  at  an  early  date,  p.  302  Termination  of 

the  inquiry  on  3rd  July,  in  view  of  the  dissolution,  p.  303. 

Dividends.    See  Bank  Dividends.       Maximum  Dividends.       Bates  and  Charges. 


E. 

Eachus,  George  Eedes.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Estimate  that  the  increase  in  the 
urban  population  of  Middlesex  is  about  50  per  cent,  in  ten  years,  3738,  3739.  Satis- 
factory nature  of  the  water  supply  obtained  from  the  wells,  3740,  3741  Contention 

that  the  purchase  by  the  Middlesex  County  County  from  the  London  County  Council 
of  the  portion  of  the  supply  within  the  outside  district  would  greatly  increase  the  rate 
in  Middlesex,  3742-3753. 

F.asi  London  Water  Company.  Information  relative  to  the  Bill  introduced  by  the  East 
London  Company  in  1881  for  raising  capital,  which  was  opposed  by  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  ;  statement  that  the  Lords'  Committee  siruck  out  everything  except 
the  clause  making  good  certain  Acts  done  by  inadvertance,  and  the  Commons'  Committee 

inserted  the  auction  clauses,  Cripps  1410-1424  East  London  Company's  Bill  of 

1894  for  Dower  to  raise  500,000/.  passed  subject  to  the  sinking  fund  clause,  ib.  1480- 
1487.      "  V,,,! 

Statement  as  to  the  company  having  been  obliged  to  economise  their  supply  in 
September  1894  to  the  extent  of  ten  millions  of  gallons  daily,  Sir  J.  Evans  3777,  3778 

 Evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  diminution  in  the  available  supply  in  September 

1894  was  not  the  result  of  a  deficiency  of  rainfall,  Hopkinson,  3805-3810. 

See  also  Essex.        Waltham  Holy  Cross. 

Ebbitls,  Daniel  John.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — As  engineer  and  surveyor  to  the 
Acton  District  Council,  witness  advocates  an  alteration  in  Clause  24  of  the  proposed 
Bill,  which  limits  the  daily  supply  in  bulk  to  local  authorities  to  a  maximum  of  thirty- 
five  gallons  per  head  ;  contention  that  in  Acton,  which  is  peopled  largely  with  laundry- 
men,  this  supply  would  be  insuflficient,  3761-3770. 

Employment  of  Labour  (^London  County  Council).    See  London  County  Council. 

Essex.  Inquiry  as  to  whether  the  London  County  Council  is  prepared  to  negotiate  with 
Essex  on  the  same  terms  as  with  Surrey-  ;  explanation  that  those  terms  may  not  be 

consistent  with  the  views  of  all  outlying  authorities, -ffarrwon  1160-1162.  1169-1175  

Necessity  for  purchasing  that  portion  of  the  water  supply  which  is  within  the  county-of 

Essex,  outside  London,  ib.  1166,  1167  Opinion  that  Essex  could  not  actively  appear 

and  intervene  against  the  water  company,  ib.  1176-1178. 

Representation  on  the  part  of  the  Essex  County  Coimcil  (witness  being  chairman  of 
the  Water  Committee)  and  of  the  local  suburban  district  coimcils,  that  the  water  supply 
of  Essex  outside  London  should  be  under  an  Essex  authority,  there  being  several 
objections  to  the  London  County  Council  as  the  authority,  Whittingham  3329  et  seq. 
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Essex — continued, 

>■ 

Very  large  area  in  Essex  supplied  by  the  East  London  Company,  as  compared  Avith 
the  area  of  supply  in  the  county  of  London ;  rapid  increase  of  population  and  of  water 

supplies  in  the  former  area,  Whittinghatu  3335-3347.  3365.3857-3859  Apprehension 

lest  if  the  whole  supply  were  under  the  London  Coimty  Council  in  times  of  drought, 

!  pthe  demands  of  the  inside  area  would  be  first  considered  to  the  prejudice  of  the  outside 

districts,  2^.  3348  Expediency  (if  there  be  any  transfer)  of  the  transfer  l)eing  direct 

to  the  Essex  authority,  instead  of  a  purchase  and  re-sale  by  the  London  County 
Council,  ib.  3349.  3365.  3371.  3387-3411. 

Strong  feeling  in  suburban  Essex  in  favour  of  the  municipalisation  of  the  water 

I  ,  supply  in  Essex,  and  of  direct  purchase  of  the  works  and  mains  outside  the  London 
area;  expediency  of  the  County  Council  being  empowered  ro  constitute  a  water 
authority  for  Essex,  Whittingham  3353  et  seq. 

Cheapness  of  the  supply  of  the  East  London  Company  as  compared  with  that  of 
the  other  London  companies  ;  hardship  upon  Essex  in  this  respect  if  all  the  companies 
were  bought  up  by  the  London  County  Council  at  the  cost  of  the  ratepayers 
generally,  W/iittinyham  3362-3364. 

See  also  East  London  Water  Company.        Outside.  Areas.        Waltham  Holy  Cross. 
West  Ham. 

Evans,  Sir  John.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Is  Chairman  of  the  Parliamentary 
Committee  of  the  Hertfordshire  County  Council ;  represents  the  special  case  of 
Hertfordsire,  3771,  3772. 

Objection  to  the  intervention  of  the  London  County  Council  in  the  affairs  of 

■  i  Hertfordshire,  3773.  3780  Information  as  to  the  serious  depletion  of  the  water 

supply  of  the  county  by  the  demands  of  the  tw^o  London  companies ;  opinion  that  the 
transfer  of  these  companies  to  the  London  County  Council  would  increase  this  demand, 

3774-3782.  3785  Disagreement  with  the  report  of  the  London  Water  Commission 

i«  1893  as  to  the  possibility  of  largely  extending  the  supply  from  wells  in  the  Lea 
Valley,  3777,  3778. 

Explanati(m  as  to  the  general  theory  of  the  effect  of  the  rainfall  on  the  water  supply 

of  Hertfordshire,  3784  Opinion  that  in  the  future  a  limit  should  be  placed  on  the 

amount  of  water  to  be  pumped  from  the  county,  3788-3798  Keasons  which  led 

Hertfordshire  to  petition  against  the  Lambeth  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bills, 
3799-3803. 

F. 

Farrcr,  Lord.  VicAv  expressed  by  Lord  Farrer  that  it  might  be  better  for  the  supply  to 
remain  in  the  hands  of  the  companies  than  for  it  to  be  transferred  to  the  London 
County  Council,  as  further  intensifying  the  labour  difficulty.  Sir  J.  Lubbock,  2945. 

Fenwick,  Thomas.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — is  a  Member  of  the  Institution  of  Civil 
Engineers  and  a  Fellow  of  the  Surveyors'  Institution  ;  has  had  thirty  years'  experience 
in  the  construction  of  waterworks,  &c.,  3665-3668. 

Information  respecting  the  works  of  the  Grand  Junction  and  the  West  Middlesex 
Companies,  showing  that  the  larger  population  supplied  by  them  lies  within  the 

metropolitan  area,  3669-3680.  3703-3710  Grounds  for  the  conclusion  that  the 

water  supply  of  Middlesex  should  not  be  in  the  hands  of  the  London  County  Council, 

3681-3683  Reference  to  the  probable  necessity  of  obtaining  for  London  a  water 

supply  from  Wales  ;  contention  that  this  is  unnecessary  for  Middlesex,  and  would 
greatly  reduce  the  rating  power,  3684-3689. 

Explanation  of  a  scheme  of  transfer  by  which  the  West  Middlesex  Company  should 
Supply  inner  London,  and  the  Grand  Junction  the  outer  districts,  3690-3692.  3711- 

3726  Decided  objections  of  the  Middlesex  County  Council  to  come  under  the 

control  of  the  London  County  Council,  3693.  3701,  3702.  3723-3726  Detailed 

information  as  to  the  higher  charges  made  in  several  districts  for  the  supply  to  outside 
areas,  3694-3700. 

Filter  Beds.    See  Outside  Areas.        Plant,  Sfc. 

Frost  ( Interruption  of  Supply).  General  opinion  that  the  breakdown  of  the  companies' 
supply  during  last  winter  was  due  to  the  mains  being  laid  too  near  the  surface,  and  to 
the  companies,  instead  of  continuing  the  water  supply  in  their  mains,  shutting  it  off ; 
no  doubt  that  the  companies,  when  discussing  this  matter  before  the  arbitrators,  would 
point  out  that  they  got  their  money  whether  they  supplied  the  water  or  not,  Cripps 
1568-1574. 
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G. 

Grand  Junction  Water  Company.    Rejection,  on  the  Second  Reading,  of  the  Grand 
Junction  Company's  Bill  of  1888,  proposing  to  take  more  water  from  the  Thames, 

Cripps  1466  Possibility  of  a  scheme  of  transfer  being  arranged  between  the  Grand 

J  unction  and  West  Middlesex  Companies,  Bigwood  3656-3660. 

Information  respecting  the  works  of  the  Grand  Junction  and  West  Middlesex  Com- 
panies, showing  that  the  largest  population  supplied  by  them  lies  within  the  metro- 
politan area,  Femoick  3669-3680.  3703-3710  Explanation  of  a  scheme  of  transfer 

by  which  the  West  Middlesex  Company  should  supply  inner  London,  and  the  Grand 
Junction  the  outer  districts,  ib.  3690-3692.  3711-3726. 


H. 

Hahey,  Edward  Joseph.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Witness,  who  is  a  Justice  of  the 
Peace  for  the  county  of  Surrey  and  for  London,  has  been  Chairman  of  the  Surrey 
County  Council  for  three  years,  3825. 

Explanation  of  the  views  of  Surrey  as  expressed  at  a  Conference  attended  by  repre- 
sentatives of  various  local  authorities  on  30th  July  1894  ;  unanimous  resolution  that 
the  means  of  water  supply  within  the  county  should  be  acquired  by  the  Surrey 
County  Council,  and,  failing  this,  that  the  Lambeth  Transfer  Bill  now  under  considera- 
tion should  be  strenuously  op2>osed,  3827-3836  Evidence  showing  that  the  above 

>  resolution  was  confirmed  at  a  subsequent  meeting  convened  by  the  Surrey  County 

Council  in  March  1895  ;  3833-3841. 

Grounds  for  believing  it  of  great  importance  that  Surrey  should  have  control  of  its 

own  sources  of  supply,  3842-3845  Strong  objection  to  the  insufficient  protection 

afforded  by  the  Bill  as  regards  the  Surrey  outside  districts  ;  illusory  character  of  the 

provisions  of  Clause  23  on  this  point,  3847  Claim  of  the  Surrey  County  Council  to 

the  absolute  right  to  the  water,  the  pumping,  the  reservoirs,  and  the  filter  beds,  3847 

 Necessity  of  restricting  the  power  of  the  London  County  Council  to  take,  for  the 

use  of  London,  water  derived  from  and  required  by  Surrey,  3848. 

Harrison,  Charles.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Has  been  a  Al ember  of  the  London 
County  Coimcil  since  its  formation  in  the  year  1888  ;  has  held  various  important 
official  positions  in  connection  with  the  Council,  and  is  now  Vice-Chairman  of  the 
Parliamentary  Committee  and  Chairman  of  the  Sub-Committee  which  has  the  conduct 
of  the  Water  Bills  specially  referred  to  it,  1-10. 

Evidence  showing  that  the  water  question  was  alluded  to  by  Lord  Rosebery  in  the 
opening  proceedings  of  the  Council  in  March  1889,  and  that  in  April  a  special  com- 
mittee on  the  London  Water  Supply  was  constituted,  11-17  Retierence  to  a  Bill 

prepared  by  the  Parliamentary  Committee  to  obtain  powers  for  the  Council  to  spend 
money  in  dealing  with  the  water  question ;  explanation  that  this  Bill  was  dropped, 
but  that  the  subject  was  again  raised  by  another  Bill  in  the  autumn  of  1889  j 
18-21.  26. 

Examination  respecting  Clause  73  of  the  General  Powers  Bill,  enabling  the  Council 
to  prosecute  and  conduct  inquiries  relative  to  the  supply  of  water  in  or  near  the  County 
of  London,  22-27  Question  in  regard  to  two  important  Bills  brought  before  Par- 
liament in  1891,  viz.,  the  London  Water  Commission  Bill  and  the  Metropolis  Water 
Supply  Bill,  both  of  which  were  fully  considered  and  reported  upon  by  the  Parlia- 
mentary Committee  ;  petitions  presented  against  the  two  Bills  for  the  establishment 
of  a  Joint  Commission,  28-33.  36-46.  61,  62. 

Reasons  for  concluding  that  the  administration  of  the  water  supply  could  be  perfectly 
well  undertaken  by  the  existing  County  Council  ;  recommendation  of  Sir  Matthew 
White  Ridley's  Committee  that  the  County  Council  bhould  constitute  themselves  the 

water  authority  for  London,  47-56  Information  as  to  other  important  Bills,  viz.,  a 

London  County  Council  Bill,  Mr.  Causton's  Bill,  the  Croydon  Bill,  and  the  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Bill,  which  were  brovight  before  Parliament  in  1891  ;  57-69. 

Examination  respecting  the  reasons  given  for  the  rejection  of  the  Water  Commission 
Bill  and  the  Metropolis  VFater  Supply  Bill  by  the  Committee  appointed  to  consider 

them,  70-76  Details  of  an  agreement  entered  into  in  1891  between  the  Corporation 

of  London  and  the  London  County  Council  in  regard  to  the  Water  Bill  of  that  year  ; 
special  Report  of  Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee  in  reference  to  this  question, 
to  be  placed  in  the  Appendix,  77-80. 

Application  made  to  the  Government  in  October  1891  by  the  County  Council 
requesting  the  appointment  of  a  Commission  to  inquire  into  the  quantity  and  quality 
of  the  water  supply,  a  Royal  Commission  having  been  appointed  in  January  1892  ; 

81-83  


H  A  R       S  O  N 


367 


Report,  1895 — continued. 


Harrison,  Charles.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence) — continued. 

81-83  Examination  respecting  a  proposal  received  from  the  City  Corporation  in 

November  1891  to  introduce  a  Bill  in  accordance  with  the  agreement  made  in  the 
previous  May;  explanation  showinoj  that  this  resulted  in  the  London  Water  Act,  1892, 
which  was  the  first  statutory  authority  conferred  on  the  Council  to  promote  Bils  relating 
to  water,  84-1 00. 

Summary  of  the  debates  and  reports  which  eventually  led  to  the  Council  resolving  in 
July  1894,  that  the  acquisition  of  the  water  supply  should  be  dealt  Avith  by  a  Parlia- 
mentary Committee;  unanimous  opinion  of  this  Committee  that  no  more  water  ought 

to  be  taken  from  the  Thames  Valley  it  being  to  a  great  extent  polluted,  101-108  

Reasons  which  led  the  County  Council  to  introduce  eight  separate  Bills  in  Parliament 

for  the  purchase  of  each  of  the  eight  water  companies'  undertakings,  109-129  

Consideration  of  the  sources  of  supply  of  the  various  water  companies,  119-121. 

Reference  to  the  differences  in  respect  of  the  obligations  of  the  companies  iu 
regard  to  the  laying  of  pipes  ;  statement  that  by  the  Act  of  1834  the  Lambeth 
Company  are  "  obliged  to  supply,"  the  only  modification  being  a  particular  height, 

viz.,    150   feei  above    Trinity    High- water    Mark,    122  Detailed  information 

respecting  the  charges  of  the  various  companies  showing  the  7-^  per  cent,  rental 

fixed  by  the  Lambeth  to  be  the  highest,  122-124  Explanation  in  regard  to  the 

outside  areas  of  the  different  companies,  such  area  in  the  case  of  the  Kent 
Company  being  174  square  miles,  the  Lambeth  Company  having  sixty-two  square 
miles,  125-129. 

[Second  Examination.] — Further  consideration  of  the  reasons  which  have  led  the 

County  Council  to  introduce  eight  separate  Bills,  130-148.  256-259  Areas  south 

of  the  Thames  supplied  by  the  Lambeth  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies, 

131,  132  Evidence  respecting  the  great  divergence  between  the  height  at  which  the 

diffei'ent  companies  must  deliver  water  ;  instance  at  Chelsea  of  a  high  service  chai-ge 
for  water  closets  only  ten  feet  above  the  pavement,  133-135. 

Explanation  of  the  difference  in  the  power  of  competition  between  two  companies, 
which  is  dependent  on  their  position  being  inside  or  outside  the  county  ;  illustrations 

in  the  cases  of  Croydon  and  Richmond,  136,  137  Particulars  in  regard  to  the  great 

difference  between  the  statutory  provisions  of  the  various  companies  as  to  the  quantity 
of  water  they  may  draw  from  the  Thames  ;  experience  that  those  having  no  outside 
area  to  supply  draw  the  largest  quantity,  138-142, 

Evidence  respecting  the  attention  given  by  the  Council  to  the  different  usages  of  the 
various  companies  in  regard  to  back  dividends,  capital,  division  of  works,  &c.,  143-148 

 Endeavour  of  the  Council  to  come  to   amicable  terms  with  the   companies ; 

replies  received  from  several  companies  to  the  effect  that  they  possessed  no  legal 
powers  to  negotiate,  149-152. 

Careful  consideration  given  by  the  Council   as  to  the  scheme  of   arbitration ; 

explanation  of  the  principles  and  method  adopted,  153-158.  312-321  Evidence 

showing  that  Clause  6  of  the  Bill,  which  provides  for  several  distinct  matters 
being  brought  under  the  purview  of  the  arbitrator,  received  every  attention  ; 
enumeration  of  the  officers  of  the  Council  who  gave  information  in  regard  to  these 
matters,  159-176. 

Explanation  that  the  engineer  of  the  Council  will  give  evidence  on  tlie  first 
sub-section  of  Clause  6,  viz.,  "The  condition  and  state  of  repair,  &c.";  alleged 

justification  for  this  proviso,  177.  31:2-340  Examination  in  regard  to  the  second 

sub-section  viz.,  "  The  legal  powers  of  the  company  to  take  water,  and  the  probability  of 
such  powers  being  limited  "  ;  strong  objection  of  the  Thames  Conservancy  to  any 
water  beyond  the  legal  limit  being  taken  from  the   Thames    Valley,  178-182. 

341-357  Reference  to  the  third  sub-section  viz.,  the  adequacy  and  efficiency  of  the 

sources  of  supply,  &c. ;  contention  that  this  in  no  way  affects  the  first  sub  section, 
182-184.  358-363. 

Evidence  respecting  "  The  probable  necessity  of  the  future  introduction  of  a  new 
source  of  supply      probability,  moreover,  that  enormous  reservoirs  will  be  required 

at  an  immense  cost,  185,  186.  390-396  Examination  as  to  the  amount  and  the 

legality  of  the  charges  of  the  Lambeth  Company  :  practice  to  charge  the  maximum 
rating  power,  except  in  certain  highly  rated  areas,  aud  to  pay  no  attention 
to  the  wants  or  necessities  of  the  occupiers  or  the  quality  of  the  water  supplied, 
187-191. 

Investigation  as  to  the  statutory  powers  of  any  other  company  to  compete  in  any 
part  of  the  Lambeth  Company's  district ;  explanation  that  power  to  supply  was 
granted  by  Parliament  to  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  and  the  West  Middlesex 
Companies,  but  owing  to  a  proviso  that  they  are  not  to  act  when  there  is  another 
company  in  possession  the  benefit  of  this  right  is  nullified,  189.  192-198.  428-445. 
451-457. 
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Harrison,  Charles.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence) — continued. 

f«r  Question  respecting  the  first  subject  of  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  Clause  6  of 
the  proposed  Bill  dealing  with  back  dividends  ;  evidence  showing  that  it  was  inserted 
as  a  compromise  and  was  based  on  the  analogy  of  what  was  done  in  the  Gas  Acts, 

199-203.459  Reference  to  the  second  part  of  the  proviso  that  no  allowance  is  to 

be  made  "  in  respect  of  any  assumed  future  increase  of  the  rateable  value,  &c."; 
grounds  for  the  necessity  of  this  clause,  204-209.  452-468. 

Consideration  of  the  last  paragraph  of  the  proviso,  viz.,  "  No  addition  shall  be  made 
to  the  fair  and  reasonable  value  of  the  undertaking  in  respect  of  compulsory  sale"; 
objection  to  the  custom  of  such  additions  being  permitted  to  perpetuate  in  the  case  of 

public  authorities,  210-213  Particulars  respecting  the  means  taken  to  provide  for 

-    the  perfect  secru'ity  of  the  debenture-holders,  214.  216-219  Desire  of  the  Council 

that  the  arbitrator  should  be  in  the  position  of  a  Committee  of  the  House  of  Common?, 
214,  215. 

Opinion  that  the  transfers  as  proposed  by  the  Bill  will  involve  a  very  considerable 

administrative  saving,  219,  220  Intention   under  the  proposed  Bills  that  the 

County  Council  should  become  the  water  authority  for  the  whole  of  London,  221-231 

!  Reasons  for  postponing  the  second  reading  of  six  out  of  the  eight  Bills  ;  assurance 

that  these  Bills  will  not  be  dropped,  though  witness  objects  to  the  insertion  of  a  clause 
to  the  effect  that  any  one  purchase  shall  not  be  com^ileted  until  notice  of  acquirement 

has  been  given  to  all  the  companies,  231-255.  283-312  Contention  that  the  terms 

of  the  eight  Bills  are  not  identical,  259-277.  281,  282. 

Evidence  showing  that  the  Bills  not  now  before  the  Committee  have  been  read  a 
first  time,  and  that  the  second  reading  is  postponed  until  the  middle  of  June,  278-281 

•  Denial  that  the  use  of  the  words  "  probable  and  improbable  "  are  intended  to  tie 

the  hands  of  the  arbitrator,  341-358  View  of  witness  that  in  the  County  of 

London  the  companies  are  bound  to  supply,  but  that  outside  the  county  it  is  not  com- 
pulsory, 364-389. 

Further  examination  as  to  the  power  of  the  arbitrator  in  deciding  the  legality  of 
^  ,  the  charges  made  by  the  Lambeth  Company ;   opinion  that  the  arbitrator  should  see 

i-  .whether  the  charges  are  reasonable,  397-423  Question  as  to  the  necessity  for  the 

sub-section,  "  The  deductions  from  any  compensation  claimed  by  the  Lambeth  Company 
which  may  in  the  opinion  of  the  arbitrators  be  reasonably  made  in  respect  of  any 
insufficiency  of  the  present  storage,  &c.,"  423-427. 

Statement  that  the  transfer,  as  proposed,  will  take  place  before  the  arbitration  ; 
detailed  discussion  as  to  the  equity  of  this  proposal,  449,450.  458.  481-498.  503-509. 

.  ,  "563-569  Consideration  of  the  security  for  the  thirty  or  forty  millions  sterling  to  be 

paid  for  the  purchase  of  the  companies  ;  evidence  showing  that  it  will  be  provided  for 
by  the  Annual  Money  Bill,  but  in  the  inconceivable  event  of  this  Bill  not  passing  the 

security  would  be  a  charge  on  the  county  rate,  499-503.  509-542  Inquiry  as  to 

whether  the  date  of  payment  is  fixed  ;  provision  in  the  Bill  that  payment  shall  be 
after  the  final  settlement  of  accounts,  542-544. 

Examination  respecting  the  position  of  the  shareholders  between  the  dale  when  the 
County  Council  takes  over  the  property  and  the  day  of  settlement;  explanation  that 
the  half-  yearly  dividends  will  be  paid,  and  that  increasing  dividends- will  be  allowed  for 

in  capital  value,  554-562  Di«cussion  concerning  the  fairness  of  taking  the  depressed 

•  year  1893  as  the  market  value  at  which  debenture  stock  is  to  be  paid  ;  opinion  that  it 
i'O  is  immaterial  to  the  Council,  and  that  a  clause  could  be  inserted  to  secure  debenture- 
:.i    holders,  570-585. 

[Third  Examination.] — Attention  of  witness  called  to  a  section  of  the  Metropolis 
Management  Act  of  1885,  as  supporting  the  contention  of  the  water  companies  that 
Parliament  has  enacted  against  competition  ;  denial,  based  on  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
EitzGerald,  as  expressed  at  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee,  that  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  Parliament  to  discourage  competition,  587-606. 

Contention  that,  in  the  agreement,  the  Surrey  County  Council  contemplate  being  the 
water  authority  for  Surrey  ;  notice  of  witness  directed  to  the  Report  of  the  Local 
'     Government  Board,  and  also  to  a  meeting  of  the  Surrey  County  Council,  concerning 

'     this  question,  609-630  Consideration  of  the  part  to  be  taken  in  the  proceedings  by 

the  Surrey  Council  should  the  Bill  pass;  agreement  that  they  will  be  consulted  by 
and  give  assistance  to  the  London  County  Council,  631-646. 

Further  discussion  respecting  the  power  put  into  the  hands  of  the  arbitrator  by  the 

Arbitration  Clauses,  with  special  reference  to  legal  points,  646-662  Grounds  for 

believing  it  fair  that  regard  is  to  be  paid  by  the  arbitrator  to  "plant  that  has  become 

wholly  or  partially  useless,"  662-673  Explanations  respecting  the  powers  to  supply 

granted  to  the  West  Middlesex  Company  in  1852 ;  673-677. 

.".i  ^    Information  in  connection  with  the  position  of  debenture-holders  should -portions  of 
the  undertaking  be  sold  1 0  various  other  authorities  outside  London;  statement  that 
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there  is  no  poAver  to  partition  until  purchase  is  complete,  678-703  Willingness  of 

witness  to  insert  any  clauses  for  the  protection  of  debenture-holders,  702,  703. 
■■iu  Detailed  examination  respecting  the  number  of  committees  held  by  the  County 
Council  annually,  and  the  members  attending  each;   opinion  that  the  body  is  suffi- 
ciently large  to  manage  the  government  of  London,  and  any  municipal  undertakings 

■  likely  to  be  vested  in  the  Council,  704-757.  770-776  Belief  ihat  the  work  done  by 

the  Water  Committee  is  heavier  than  that  which  would  be  entailed  by  the  transfer  of 
the  water  companies,  757-769. 
j(i    Evidence  showing  that  in  the  event  of  the  Surrey  County  Council  declining  to  take 
,YOTer  the  water  supply  it  would  be  administered  by  the  London  County  Council 
t  subject  to  the  present  obligations  and  rights  of  the  Lambeth  Company ;  contention 
.  that  this  would  not  cause  a  diversity  of  interest   between  the  metropolis  and  the 

outside  district,  777-808  Objection  to  the  requisition,  as  recommended  by  Sir 

Matthew  Ridley's  Committee,  to  purchase  the  whole  of  the  eight  companies  within 
a  fixed  period,  811-817. 
u.  ;  Question  as  to  the  reason  for  directing  the   arbitrator  to  consider  the  probable 
.-si  necessity  of  the  future  introduction  of  a  new  source  of  supply  ;  reference  hereon 
to  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission  respecting  the  desirability  of  new  reservoirs, 

817-830.-842  Further  justification  for  the  transfer  taking  place  before  arbitration, 

830-840. 

Consideration  of  the  sale  of  the  Ambleside  Water  Company,  the  Felixstowe  Water 
Company,  and  the  Chesterfield  Water  and  Gas  Comi)any,  all  of  which  were  sold 
as  purchases  by  compulsion  ;  grounds  for  the  conclusion  that  in  the  present  case 

..uihere  should  be  no  addition  for  compulsory  purchase,  843-880  Examination  upon 

nthe  question  of  the  unfairness  of  the  proposal  relating  to  back  dividends  ;  detailed 
f,;  information  as  to  the  reasons  which  led  to  its  introduction,  one  of  which  was  the 
action  of  the  water  companies  in  exempting  themselves  from  the  operation  of  the 
Act  in  regard  to  laying  down  pipes  and  supplying  water,  880-916. 

Dissent  from  the  view  that  the  part  of  Clause  6  relating  to  the  price  to  be  paid 
to  the  water  comj)anies  is  in  any  way  contrary  to   the  law  of  the  land,  917-945 

Vi  Reference  to   the   agreements  entei'ed  into  voluntarily  by  the  companies  in 

i'  1880  to  sell  without  compensation,  946-952  Explanation  in  regard  to  the  views 

.  held  by  witness  in  1891  respecting  the  purchase  of  the  companies  by  the  County 
Council ;  he  thought  that  a  further  inquiry  which  has  since  been  made  was  necessary, 
953-975. 

[Fourth  Examination.] — Opinion  that  there  is  a  sufficient  clement  of  permanency 
about  the  County  Council  for  the  due  management  of  business ;  refutation  of  a 
certain  charge  of  mismanagement  contained  in  the  report  of  Mr.  Holloway,  the 

works'  manager,  976-993  Belief  that  the  County  Council  is  not  more  political 

than  any  other  municipal  body,  994-997  Objection  to  the  suggestion  that  the 

Moderates  were  for  the  control  of  the  water  companies  rather  than  for  their  purchase, 
998-1003. 

Examination  in  regard  to  the  payment  of  back  dividends  by  the  Kent  Water 
Company ;  grounds  for  contending  that  the  time  has  now  arrived  for  a  re-consideration 
of  the  whole  question  of  back  dividends,  and  that  Parliament  should  lay  down  limita- 
tions on  the  subject,  1004-1068  Question  as   to  whether  the  qualifications  and 

limitations  placed  on  the  arbitrator  will  not  tend  to  depreciate  the  stock  and  interests 
of  the  water  companies  ;  denial  that  they  were  put  in  for  purposes  of  depreciation, 

1069-1076.  1086-1101  Instance  in  the  case  of  the  Chatham  and  Dover  Company 

in  which  special  directions  were  given  to  the  arbitrators,  1077-1085.  1101a-1109 

 Desirability  of  securing  men   of  the   highest  ability  to   act   as  arbitrators, 

1105-1109. 

Interrogation  respecting  the  possible  methods  of  forming  a  specially  constituted 
water  authority  for  London,  as  is  the  case  at  Accrington,  Belfast,  &c.  ;  opinion  that 

such  body  would  not  answer  owing  to  conflicting  iutex'ests,  1110-1125  Evidence 

showing  that  about  6,000  men  are  now  employed  by  the  County  Council ;  contention 
tha  t  the  additional  number  necessary  for  the  water  undertaking  could  well  be  managed 
by  the  present  Water  Committee,  1 126-1131. 

Examination  in  regard  to  the  additional  representation  of  the  City  on  the  Water 
Committee  of  the  County  Council,  and  why  this  double  representation  is  not  applicable 
to  Wand-iworth;  reasons  for  believing  it  necessary  that  the  City  should  have  excep- 
tional representation,  1132-1159. 

Inquiry  as  to  whether  the  Council  is  prepared  to  negotiate  with  Essex  on  the  same 
terms  as  with  Surrey  ;  explanation  that  those  terms  may  not  be  consistent  with  the 

views  of  all  outlying  authorities,  1160-1162.  1169-1175  Necessity  for  purchasing 

that  portion  of  the  water  supply  Avhich  is  within  the  County  of  Essex,  1166,  1167  
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Opinion  that  Essex  could  not  actively  appear  and  intervene  against  the  water  company, 
1176-1178. 

Statement  that  the  charges  to  outside  areas  will  be  based  on  each  separate  under- 
taking, 1179-1183 —  —  Information  as  to  the  clause  dealing  with  the  urban  authorities 
outside  London ;  belief  that  the  Bill  makes  no  alteration  of  the  existin^j  law,  1188- 

1197  Evidence  showing  that  the  London  County  Council  is  on  a  totally  different 

footing  and  jjosition  to  the  Kent  and  other  county  councils  by  reason  of  the  Public 
Health  Act  of  1891  ;  1199-1218. 

Explanation  of  the  rights  respectively  of  the  London  County  Council  and  the  Kent 
County  Council  in  the  event  of  the  purchase  of  the  Kent  Waterworks  Company, 

1199-122,3  Discussion  upon  the  question  of  the  Kent  County  Council  being  a 

party  to  the  purchase  in  the  first  instance  ;  no  objection  would  be  offered  to  a  pro- 
posal from  Kent  for  a  water  trust  in  the  district  outside  London,  1224-1234  

Additional  information  respecting  the  reasons  which  lead  witness  to  believe  that  there 
is  a  monopoly  in  the  water  companies  outside  London,  1235-1261. 

Impracticability  of  transferring  the  water  supply  of  Beckenham  to  the  management  of 

the  Kent  County  Council  or  district  water  authority,  1262-1275  Opinion  that  it 

■would  be  BO  disadvantage  to  outside  authorities  to  place  the  water  administration 
under  the  London  County  Council  in  lieu  of  the  companies,  1276-1286  Examina- 
tion as  to  the  probability^  of  a  higher  water  rate  being  inflicted  on  outside  authorities 
in  the  event  of  poorer  districts  having  a  free  supply  of  water  or  of  the  supply  being 
brought  from  Wales  ;  remedy  in  Section  24,  which  empowers  urban  authorities  to 
take  w^ater  in  bulk  and  establish  their  own  charges,  1287-1313. 

Consideration  of  Section  24.  which  provides  for  the  compulsory  sale  to  the  local 
authorities  of  certain  portions  of  the  water  undertakings  at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by 

arbitration;  testimony  to  the  willinjiness  of  the  Council  to  sell,  1314-1325  Grounds 

which  led  to  the  insertion  of  a  proviso  in  the  above  section  to  the  effect  that  if  the 
Council  have  to  pay  for  the  abolition  of  a  monopoly  the  arbitrator  shall  have  regard 
to  that  award,  1326-1332. 

Inquiry  as  to  the  power  of  the  Surrey  County  Council  to  become  the  water 
authority  for  any  part  of  Surrey  ;  detailed  explanation  hereon  of  the  power  of  any 

company  or  corporation  to  petition  Parliament  for  a  Bill,  1333-1360  Statement 

that  certain  recommendations  of  the  Committee  presided  over  by  Sir  Matthew  White 
Ridley  in  1891  were  adopted  by  the  Council,  and  formed  the  basis  of  its  proceedings, 
1361-1366. 

Satisfactory  nature  of  the  agreements  entered  into  with  the  local  authorities  of 
Surrey  and  Croydon,  the  only  outside  bodies  interested  in  the  present  Bills;  willing- 
ness of  the  Council  to  negotiate  on  similar  lines  with  Kent  and  Middlesex  when  their 

cases  appear,  1367-1375  Further  consideration  of  question  raised  as  to  whether 

the  constant  use  of  the  words  "  probable  "  and  "  improbable "  were  intended  in  any 
way  to  tie  the  hands  of  the  arbitrator  ;  explanation  of  the  reasons  which  led  to  these 

words  being  used,  1377-1384  Reference  to  the  Money  Bill  introduced  by  the 

Council  to  satisfy  the  liability  of  the  undertakings  as  being  necessarilj'  a  public  Bill, 
the  period  of  repayment  being  fixed  at  100  years  instead  of  sixty,  1185,  1186. 

Hertfordshire.  Strong  feeling  in  Hertfordshire  that  the  whole  county  is  suffering  from 
the  gradual  abstraction  of  Avater  from  the  county  by  Londcm  :  petition  of  the  Hert- 
fordshire County  Council  in  connection  with  ihe  New  River  Bill  tliat  no  increase  in 
the  quantity  now  taken  shall  be  allowed,  Cripps  1561,  1562. 

Objection  to  the  intervention  of  the  London  County  Council  in  the  affairs  of 

Hertfordshire,  Sir  J.  Evans  3773.  3780  Serious  depletion  of  the  water  supply  of 

the  county  by  the  demands  of  the  two  London  companies;  opinion  that  the  transfer 
of  these  companies  to  the  London  County  Council  would  increase  this  demand,  ih. 
3774-3782.  3785. 

Explanation  as  to  the  general  theory  of  the  effect  of  the  rainfall  upon  the  supply 

of  Hertfordshire,  Sir  J.  Evans  3784  Opinion  that  in  future  a  limit  should  be 

placed  on  the  amount  of  water  to  be  pumped  from  the  county,  z^.  3788-3798  

Reasons  which  led  Hertfordshire  to  petition  against  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  and 
Yauxhall  Bills,  ih.  3799-3803. 

Complaints  of  the  inhabitants  respecting  the  diminution  of  water  in  the  county, 
due  to  the  large  amount  abstracted  from  the  wells  for  the  supply  of  London,  Hudson 

3821-3824  Strong  objection  to  the  proposed  transfer  of  jurisdiction  to  the  London 

County  Council,  ib.  3823,  3824. 

High  Service.  Evidence  respecting  the  ureat  divergence  between  the  height  at  which 
the  different  companies  must  deliver  water  ;  instance  at  Chelsea  of  a  high-service 
charge  for  water-closets  only  10  feet  above  the  pavement,  Harrison  122.  133-135. 
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Hopkinson,  John.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Witness,  who  is  a  Fellow  of  the 
Geological  Society,  and  also  of  the  Royal  Meteorological  Society,  refers  to  the  notice 
given  by  the  East  London  Company  in  September  1894,  in  consequence  of  the 
diminution  of  the  supply,  and  submits  that  this  diminution  was  not  the  result  of  a 
deficiency  of  rainfall,  3805-3810. 

Hornsey.  Grounds  for  the  conclusion  that  the  well  within  the  Hornsey  district  is  more 
than  sufficient  for  the  wants  of  the  inhabitants,  and  that  there  is  no  reason  why  it 
should  be  handed  over  to  the  London  County  Council,  Lovegrove  3754-3759. 

Hudson,  G.  B.  (Member  of  the  House).  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Explanation  as 
to  the  complaint  of  the  inhabitants  of  Hertfordshire  respecting  the  diminution  of 
water  in  the  county  due  to  the  large  amount  abstracted  from  the  wells  for  the  supply 
of  London,  3821,  3822.  3824  Strong  objection  to  the  transfer  of  the  water  juris- 
diction to  the  London  County  Council,  3823,  3824. 


K. 

Klnt(Kest  Wateh  Company): 

Explanation  of  the  rights,  respectively,  of  the  London  County  Council  and  the 
Kent  County  Council  in  the  event  of  the  purchase  of  the  Kent  Waterworks  Com- 
pany, Harrison  1199-1223  Discussion  upon  the  question  of  the  Kent  County 

Council  being  a  party  to  the  purchase  in  the  first  instance  ;  opinion  that  no  objection 
would  be  offiered  to  a  proposal  from  Kent  for  a  water  trust  in  the  district  outside 
London,  ib.  1224-1234. 

Statement  that  the  Metropolitan  Board  allowed  the  Kent  Company's  Bill  for 
raising  100,000Z.  share  stock  to  pass  without  opposition  in  1888  on   the  Company 

accepting  the  sinking  fund  and  auction  clauses,  Cripps  1467,  1468  Evidence  to 

the  effect  that  although  the  Kent  Company  had  a  Bill  in  1852,  they  did  not  get  their 
rates  fixed  until  1864,  ib.  2936. 

Resolution  passed  unanimously  at  a  conference  of  all  the  local  bodies  in  Kent 
interested  in  the  water  question  m  favour  of  control  over  the  water  companies,  without 
purchase,  the  right  to  back  dividends  to  be  limited  to  a  reasonable  number  of  years. 

Sir  J.  Lubbock  2947  Explanation  that  witness,  who  resides  in  Kent,  appears  as  a 

representative  of  the  Kent  local  authorities,  ib.  2970-2972.  2975-2977. 

Apprehension  on  the  part  of  the  people  of  Kent  and  of  the  local  authorities  that  an 
excessive  amount  of  water  would  be  pumped  from  the  county  for  the  supply  of  the 
metropolis  generally  if  the  London  County  Council  had  the  control  ;  prejudicial  effect 
locally  if  the  springs  were  materially  lowered,  Sir  J.  Lubbock  2991-3001  Reitera- 
tion of  the  conviction  that  the  consumers  under  the  Kent  Company  could  not  derive 
any  advantage,  and  would  probably  suffer  loss  from  the  proposed  purchase  by  the 
London  County  Council,  ib.  2946,  2947.  2965,  2966.  3058,  3059a.,  3072  Appre- 
hension also  of  the  people  of  Kent  who  are  in  the  area  of  the  water  company  that 
they  would  have  to  pay  more  for  their  water,  ib.  2992-2998.  3003-3007. 

Objecdon  in  the  interests  of  Kent  to  the  Bills  for  the  transfer  of  the  Lambeth  and 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  as  creating  a  precedent  injurious  to  the  case  of 

the  former  count}',  Sir  J.  Lubbock  2993-3011.  3060,  3061  Very  much  larger  area 

of  the  Kent  Water  Company  outside  than  within  the  district  of  the  London  County 
Council ;  claim,  therefore,  of  the  Kent  local  authorities  to  the  control  of  their  own 
8Uj)ply,  ib.  3015.  3055.  3058,  3059. 

Contention  that  if  there  be  a  transfer  of  the  Kent  Water  Company  the  supply 
throughout  the  area  of  the  Kent  Countv  Council  should  be  transferred  directly  to  that 
body,  and  should  be  independent  of  any  control  on  the  part  of  the  London  County 
Council ;  insistence  upon  this  principle  before  the  Lambeth  Transfer  Bill  is  passed, 

Sir  J.  Lubbock  3055-3061  Payment  of  maximum  dividend  and  of  back  dividends 

by  the  Kent  Company,  the  price  of  water  having  been  reduced  by  the  company, 
ib.  3092.  3111. 

Unanimous  opposition  of  the  local  authorities  in  the  Kent  Water  Company's  district 
outside  London  to  the  present  Bills  of  the  London  County  Council ;  also,  to  the  Bills 

of  1891,  Sir  J.  F.  Lennard  3120-3125  Willingness  of  the  local  authorities,  in 

combination  with  the  Kent  County  Council,  to  promote  a  Bill  for  acquiring  the  sources 
of  supply  and  the  pumping  stations  in  Kent,  and  to  supply  the  London  County  Council 
with  the  same  quantity  of  water  in  bulk  as  is  now  supplied  to  London,  ib.  3126.  3150- 
3186.  3206-3209. 

Belief  that  the  Kent  local  authorities  were  never  consulted  upon  the  present  Bills  ; 
invariable  contention  on  their  part  that  they  should  have  the  control  of  their  own 
water  supply,  there  being  a  decided  objection  to  the  control  of  the  London  County 

Council,  Sir  J.  F.  Lennard  3126  et  seq.  Local  disaster  apprehended  if  the  London 

Countv  Council  had  control  of  the  supply  in  Kent,  as  the  supply  from  the  chalk  is 
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Kent  (KbNT  Water  Company)  — continued. 

limited,  and  the  wells  might  be  drained  or  undulv  lowered.  Sir  J.  F.  Lcnnard  3142- 
3145.  3187-3197. 

Decided  objection  to  Kent  being  charged  with  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  a  supply  from 
Wales  so  long  as  there  is  an  available  supply  at  home,  Sir  J.  F.  Lennard  3147.  3168- 

,  3171.  3195-3197  Rapidly    increasing   population  in  the  district   of  the  Kent 

Company  outside  London,  ib.  3148.  3207  Contemplated  purchase  by  the  Kent 

Company  by  arbitration  on  fair  and  reasonable  terms,  ib.  3200-3204. 

Unsatisfactory  result  of  some  former  negotiations  between  the  London  County 
Council  and  the  Kent  County  Council,  witness  being  very  undesirous  tu  further 
negotiate  with  the  former  body,  or  to  give  them  control  in  his  district.  Sir  J.  F. 
Lennard  3210-3217. 

Contention  that  the  local  authorities  should  have  complete  control  of  their  supply  ; 
preference  for  the  system  of  the  companies  rather  than  for  transfer  to  the  London 
County  Council,  Randell  3229  et  seq. 

Explanation  as  regards  the  Kent  water  supply  that  the  wells  in  the  London  district 
are  capable  of  being  pumped  to  the  extent  of  about  8,000,000  gallons  per  day,  the 
total  available  supply  from  wells  in  Kent  being  estimated  at  27,500,000  gallons  per 

day,  Chatterton  3284-3292  Calculation  that  out  of  the  total   available  supply 

another  10,000,000  gallons  per  day  is  the  maximum  that  could  be  given  for  London, 
leaving  about  9,000,000  gallons  a  day  for  the  Kent  districts  outside  London,  ib.  3292- 
3300.3310-3315. 

Statement  as  to  the  practicability,  in  an  engineering  sense,  of  an  entire  severance  of 

the  supply  for  the  Kent  districts  from  the  London  supply,  Chatterton  3301-3303. 
'  3315-3319   Very  rapid  increase  of  the  population  of  Beckenhara  and  other  districts, 

the  population  in  the  inside  districts  being  also  rapidly  increasing,  ib.  3304-3309. 
<  ■3327,  3328  ^Conclusion  that  the  Kent  authorities  should  have  the  entire  control  and 

the  ownership  of  the  supply  in  their  own  district,  the  supply  in  the  inside  area  being 

under  the  authorities  for  London,  ib.  3320-3326. 

See  also  Bechenham.        Outside  Areas. 


L. 

Labour  Question  [London  County  Council).    See  London  County  Council, 

Lambeth  Waterworhs  Company.    See  the  Headings  generally  throughout  the  Index. 

Lands  Clauses  Act.    See  Arbitration.        Compulsory  Sale. 

Lea  River  and  Valley.    See  Hertfordshire.        Supply  {generallyy  Wells. 

Legal  Powers  and  Legality  of  Charge.  Denial  that  the  use  of  the  words  "  probable  and 
improbable  "  in  the  arbitration  clause  are  intended  to  tie  the  hands  of  the  arbitrator 
with  reference  to  the  legal  powers  of  the  Lambeth  Company  to  take  water,  Harrison 

341-358  Further  consideration  of  the  question  raised  as  to  whether  the  constant 

use  of  the  words  "  probable  and  improbable "  were  intended  in  any  way  to  tie  the 
hands  of  the  arbitrator ;  explanation  of  the  reasons  which  led  to  these  words  being 
used,  ib.  646-662.  1377-1384. 

Decided  opinion  that  the  legality  of  the  charge  for  water  which  was  not  supplied, 
and  of  other  disputed  charges,  is  a  matter  to  be  brought  before  the  arbitrator,  as  it 
would  seriously  affect  the  company's  revenue,  and  consequently  the  amount  to  be  paid, 
Cripps  1875  et  seq. 

See  also  Arbitration.        Rates  and  Charges. 

Lennard,  Sir  John  Farnaby,  Bart.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Experience  of  witness 
as  Chairman  of  the  Kent  County  Council,  the  Bromley  Rural  District  Council,  and 
the  West  Kent  Main  Sewerage  Board,  3114-3119. 

U^nanimous  opposition  of  the  local  authorities  in  the  Kent  Water  Company's  district 
outside  London  to  the  present  Bills  of  the  London  County  Council ;  also,  to  the  Bills 

of  1891  ',  3120-3125  Willingness  of  the  local  authorities,  in  combination  with  the 

Kent  County  Council,  to  promote  a  Bill  for  acquiring  the  sources  of  supply  and  the 
pumping  stations  in  Kent  and  to  supply  the  London  County  Council  with  the  same 
quantity  of  water  in  bulk  as  is  now  supplied  to  London,  3126.  3150-3186.  3206-3209. 

Belief  that  the  Kent  local  authorities  were  never  consulted  upon  the  present  Bills ; 
invariable  contention  on  their  part  that  they  should  have  the  control  of  their  own  water 
su23ply,  there  being  a  decided  objection  to  the  control  of  the  London  County  Council, 

,  3126  et  seq.  Strong  disapproval  of  the  provisions  of  the  Surrey  agreement  being 

'.applicable  to  Kent,  3130-3132,  3198,  3199.  3205,  3206. 

Local 
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Lennard,  Sir  John  Farna'nj,  Bart.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence) — continued. 

Local  disaster  apprehended  if  the  London  County  Council  had  control  of  the  supply 
in  Kent,  as  the  supply  from  the  chalk  is  limited  snd  the  wells  might  be  drained  or 

unduly  lowered,  3142-3145.  3187-3197  Decided  objection  to  Kent  being  charged 

with  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  a  supply  from  Wales,  so  long  as  there  is  an  available 

supply  at  home,  3147.  3168-3171.  3195-3197  Rapidly  increasing  population  in  the 

district  of  the  Kent  Company  outside  London,  3148.  3207. 

Contemplated  purchase  by  the  Kent  Company  by  arbitration,  on  fair  and  reasonable 

terms,  3200-3204  Unsatisfactory  result  of  some  former  negotiations  between  the 

London  County  Council  and  the  Kent  County  Council,  witness  being  very  undesirous 
to  further  negotiate  with  the  former  body  or  to  give  them  control  in  his  district, 
3210-3217. 

Local  Authorities        See  Beckenham.       Essex.        Hertfordshire.       Kent.  London 
County  Council.        Middlesex.        Outside  Areas.  Surrey. 

London  County  Council: 

1.  Explanations  generally  as  to  the  Powers  and  Constitution  of  the  Council, 

and  the  action  taken,  with  reference  to  the  Water  Supply  ;  advocacy  of 
its  Administration  by  the  Council. 

2.  Evidence  adverse  to  Administration  of  the  Water  Supply  by  the  Council ; 

Contention  that  the  Council  is  already  over-burdened  with  Worh. 

1.  Explanations  generally  as  to  the  Poioers  and  Constitution  of  the  Council,  and 
the  action  taken,  with  reference  to  the  Water  Supply  ;  advocacy  of  its 
Administration  by  the  Council: 

Evidence  showing  that  the  water  question  was  alluded  to  by  Lord  Rosebery  in 
the  opening  proceedings  of  the  Council,  in  March  1889,  and  that  in  April  a  special 

committee  on  the    London   Water  Supply  was   constituted,  Harrison  11-17  

Reference  to  a  Bill  prepared  by  the  Parliamentary  Committee  to  obtain  powers  for 
the  Council  to  spend  money  in  dealing  with  the  water  question ;  explanation  that  this 
Bill  was  dropped,  but  that  the  subject  was  again  raised  by  another  Bill  in  the  autumn 

of  1889,  ib.  18-21.  26  Examination  respecting  Clause  73  of  the  General  Powers 

Bill,  enabling  the  Council  to  prosecute  and  conduct  inquiries  relative  to  the  supply  of 
water  in  or  near  the  County  of  London,  ib.  22-27. 

;,j.>-  Reasons  for  concluding  that  the  administration  of  the  water  supply  could  be  per- 
fectly well  undertaken  by  the  existing  County  Council ;  recommendation  of  Sir 
Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee  that  the  County  Council  should  constitute  them- 
selves the  water  authority  for  London,  Harrison  47-56. 

Endeavour  of  the  Council  to  come  to  amicable  terms  with  the  companies  ;  replies 
received  from  several  companies  to  the  effect  that  they  possessed  no  legal  powers  to 

negotiate,  Harrison  149-152  Evidence  respecting  the  attention   given  by  the 

Council  to  the  different  usages  of  the  various  companies  in  regard  to  back  dividends, 

capital,  division  of  work,  &c.,  ib.  143-143  Intention  under  the  proposed  Transfer 

Bills  that  the  County  Council  should  become  the  water  authority  for  the  whole  of 
London,  ib.  221-231. 

Detailed  examination  respecting  the  number  of  committees  held  by  the  County 
Council  annually  and  the  members  attending  each  ;  opinion  that  the  body  is  sufficiently 
large  to  manage  the  government  of  London  and  any  municipal  undertakings  likely  to 

be  vested  in  the  Council,  Harrison  704-757.  770-776  Belief  that  the  work  done 

by  the  Water  Committee  is  heavier  than  that  which  would  be  entailed  by  the  transfer 
of  the  water  companies,  ib.  Ibl-IQd. 

Explanation  in  regard  to  the  views  held  by  witness  in  1891  respecting  the  purchase 
of  the  water  companies  by  the  County  Council  ;  he  thought  that  a  further  inquiry,  which 

has  since  been  made,  was  necessary,  Harriso7ii) 53-97 5  Opinion  that  there  is  a  sufficient 

element  of  permanency  about  the  County  Council  for  the  due  management  of  business  ; 
refutation  of  a  certain  charge  of  mismanagement  contained  in  the  report  of  Mr.  Hol- 

loWay,  the  works'  manager,  ib.  976-993  Belief  thiat  the  Council  is  not  more  political 

than  any  other  municipal  body,  ib.  994-997  Objection  to  the  suggestion  that  the 

Moderates  in  the  Council  were  for  the  control  of  the  water  companies  rather  than  for 
their  purchase,  ib.  998-1003. 

Evidence  showing  that  about  6,000  men  are  now  employed  by  the  Covmty  Council ; 
contention  that  the  additional  number  necessary  for  the  water  undertaking  could  well 
be  managed  by  the  present  water  committee,  Harrison  1126-1131. 

Evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  resolution  to  press  forward  the  Bills  for  the  purchase 
of  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  was  carried  in  the  County 
Qouncil  by  sixty -six  votes  against  thirty  ;  withdrawal  of  proposal  to  insert  a  clause 
rendering  the  Bills  inoperative  until  all  the  Bills  had  been  dealt  with,  Cripps  1515-1  527a. 
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London  County  Council — continuea. 

1.  Explanation  generally  as  to  the  Powers  and  Constitution,  8fc. — continued. 

Reference  to  the  frequent  reports  issued  by  witness  in  regard  to  the  rainfall,  popula- 
tion, pollution  of  water  &c.,  all  of  which  reports  were  considered  by  the  Council  when 
preparing  the  Bill,  Binnie  2660-2563. 

Grounds  upon  which  the  Parliamentary  Committee  deny  the  contention  tiiat  the 
Council  is  more  overburdened  with  work  than  the  corporations  of  certain  large  provincial 
towns,  and  could  not  find  time  for  the  proposed  additional  work,  App.  310. 

Detailed  report  of  the  proceedings  at  a  meeting  on  8th  May  1891,  of  the  London 
County  Council,  and  of  the  representatives  of  several  outside  local  authorities,  with 
reference  to  the  London  Water  Supply  Bills  of  that  year,  App.  331-340. 

2.  Evidence  adverse  to  Administration  of  the   Water  Supply  by  the  Ca/iicil ; 

Contention  I  hat  the  Council  is  already  over-burdened  with  Woik: 

Five  different  reasons  for  which  witness  considers  it  very  undesirable  that  the 
London  County  Council  should  undertake  the  management  of  the  water  supply  of  the 

metropolis,  Sir  John  Lubbock  2942-2947  Strong  objection  on  the  ground  that  the 

Council  has  no  practical  experience  whatever  upon  the  question  of  manageineni.  ib. 
2943  Further  objection  iu  so  far  as  the  Council  is  a  changeable  body,  those  mem- 
bers serving  on  a  water  committee  being  liable  to  lose  their  seats  whenever  there  is  an 
election,  ib.  2944. 

Impolicy  of  the  governing  body  of  the  metropolis  being  a  large  employer  of  labour, 

Sir  J.  Lubbock  2945  Strong  reason  against  transfer,  inasmuch  as  the  Council  is 

already  over-burdened  with  work,  the  various  committees  meeting  frequently,  and  the 

sittings  being  often  very  lengthened,  ib.  2946  Large  additional  work  imposed  upon 

the  Council  since  1890,  it  being  more  than  ever  inexpedient  to  transfer  to  that  body 
the  enormous  and  responsible  duty  involved  in  the  management  of  the  water  supply, 
ib.  2946. 

Statement  showing  that  the  London  County  Council  was  far  from  unanimous  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  Transfer  Bills  ;  comparatively  small  majority  if  the  aldermen  were 
eliminated,  Sir  J.  Lubbock  2949-2958.  2967-2969.  2973,  2974. 

Further  grounds  for  the  conclusion  that  the  London  County  Council  is  already 
overburdened  with  work,  and  that  the  Water  Committee  of  the  Council,  though  sitting 
weekly,  could  not  efficiently  administer  the  complicated  water  supply  of  the  metropolis 

with  its  four-and-a-half  millions  of  inhabitants.  Sir  J.  Lubbock  3075-3085  Large 

amount  of  labour  to  be  employed  by  the  County  Council  in  the  vvoi'king  of  the  water 
companies ;  reference  hereon  to  the  practice  at  Birmingham  and  other  provincial 
towns,  ib.  3100-3104. 

Grounds  for  the  conclusion  that  the  Council  is  unable  to  undertake  the  heavy  duties 
that  would  accrue  by  the  purchase  of  \\\q  water  companies  ;  attention  of  witness  called 
to  the  large  amount  of  work  done  by  the  municipalities  of  Glasgow,  Manchester, 
&c.,  Beachcroft  3437,  3438.  3472,  3473,  3482-3489.  3505-3527.  3535-3540.  3555, 
3556. 

Detailed  evidence  respecting  the  arduous  and  multifarious  work  at  present  admi- 
nistered by  the  Council,  and  the  number  of  committee  meetings  that  are  necessary  for 

its  transaction,  Beachcroft  3439-3455.  3457-3461  Employment  of  nearly  6,700 

people  by  the  Council,  ib.  3443.  3456. 

Explanation  of  the  extra  duties  which  the  administration  of  the  water  question 

would  impose  on  the  Council,  Beachcroft  3528-3534.  3541-3544.  3553,  3554  

Difficulty  in  getting  gratuitous  service  on  the  work  of  the  Council,  ib.  3558,  3559 

 Inadequacy  of  the  Council  to  cope  with  the  water  question,  Bigwood  3652, 

3653. 

See  also  Arbitration.  Competition.  Essex.  Farrer,  Lord.  Hertfordshire. 
Kent.  Middlesex.  New  Sources  of  Supply,  Outside  Areas.  Purchase 
of  Undertakings.  Ratepayers.  Redemption  of  Stock.  Regulation  and 
Control  of  Companies.        Separate  Bills.        Surrey.        Water  7 rust. 

T^ondon  JVater  Commission.  Reports  of  the  Parliamentary  Committee  respecting  the 
proposals  of  the  Corporation  of  London  as  to  the  constitution  of  the  London  Water 
Commission,  and  the  powers  and  action  of  the  Commission  with  reference  to  the  water 
supply  ;  objections  urged  by  the  Committee  on  several  grounds,  App.  307-315. 

Lovegrore,  Edwin  James.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Grounds  for  the  conclusion  that 
the  well  within  the  Hornsey  district  is  more  than  sufficient  for  the  wants  of  the 
inhabitants,  and  that  there  is  no  reason  for  its  being  handed  over  to  the  London  County 
Council,  3754-3759. 

Lubbock, 
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Luhhock,  Sir  John,  Bart.,  M.P.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Experience  of  witness  as  a 
Member  of  the  London  County  Council  since  its  formation,  and  for  some  time  as 
Chairman  of  the  Council ;  he  has  taken  much  interest  in  the  water  supply  question, 
2937-2941. 

Five  different  reasons  for  Avhich  witness  conside'-s  it  very  undesirable  that  the 
London  County  Council  should  undertake  the  management  of  the  water  supply  of  the 

metropolis,  2942-2947  Strong  objection  on  the  ground  that  the  Council  has  no 

practical  experience  whatever  upon  the  question  of  management,  2943  Further 

objection  in  so  far  as  the  Council  is  a  changeable  body,  those  members  serving  on  a 
water  committee  being  liable  to  lose  their  seats  whenever  there  is  an  election,  2944. 

Impolicy  of  the  governing  body  of  the  metropolis  being  a  large  employer  of  labour, 

2945  View  expressed  by  Lord  Farrer  that  it  might  be  better  for  the  supply  to 

remain  in  the  hands  of  the  companies  than  for  it  to  be  transferred  to  the  Council,  as 
further  intensifying  the  labour  difficulty,  2945. 

Strong  reason  against  transfer,  inasmuch  as  the  Council  is  already  over-buidened 
with  work,  the  various  committees  meeting  frequently,  and  the  sittings  being  often 

very  lengthened,  2946  Quotation  of  f.ord  Rosebery  in  May  1890  as  strongly 

adverse  to  the  Council  being  burdened  with  further  comjjlicated  duties,  2946.  .3081 

 Large  additional  work  imposed  upon  the  Council  since  1890,  it  being  more  than 

ever  inexpedient  to  transfer  to  that  body  the  enormous  and  responsible  duty  involved 
in  the  management  of  the  water  supply,  2946. 

Contention  that  the  transfer  of  the  companies  would  inevitably  add  very  largely  to 
the  rates  of  the  metropolis,  which  .ire  at  present  rapidly  increasing,  2946 — — Necessity 
of  the  Council  paying  not  only  for  the  water  but  for  the  redemption  of  the  stock,  thus 
entailing  an  enhanced  charge  upon  the  present  generation  of  ratepayers,  2946-;i072. 

Reference  to  the  Kent  Water  Company  as  illustrating  the  advantageous  position  of 
the  ratepayers  under  the  present  system,  they  sharing,  in  the  form  of  reduction  of  the 
water  rate,  in  any  excess  of  profits  above  the  maximum  dividend,  2946,  2947,  2965, 

2966.  2990  Efli'ect  of  purchase  that  the  Council  would  take  over  the  risk  of  loss, 

such  risk  being  now  borne  by  the  company,  2946,  2947.  2965,  2266  Great  bulk  of 

the  capital  already  paying  statutory  dividends,  2947.  2966. 

Resolution,  passed  unanimously  at  a  conference  of  all  the  local  bodies  in  Kent 
interested  in  the  water  question,  in  favour  of  control  over  the  water  companies,  Avithout 
purchase,  the  right  to  back  dividends  to  be  limited  to  a  reasonable  number  of  years, 

2947  Proposition  that  on  the  board  of  each  company  there  shpuld  be  a  representation 

separately  of  the  Government,  of  the  London  County  Council,  and  of  the  outside 
county  interested  in  the  supply,  2947,  2948.  2966.  2978-2980. 

Statement  showing  that  the  London  County  Council  was  far  from  unanimous  in  the 
pi'osecution  of  the  Transfer  Bills  ;  comparatively  small  majority  if  the  aldermen  were 

eliminated,  2949-2958.  2967-2969.  2973,  297-^  Explanation  that  an  estimate  of  the 

cost  of  purchase  was  placed  confidentially  before  the  Water  Committee  of  the  Council, 
but  has  never  been  published  ;  strong  comment  thereupon,  2959-2961. 

Grounds  for  the  statement  that  the  Council  has  never  approved  the  principle  of  an 

open  arbitration,  2962-2965.  2968,  2969.  3063-3072  Probability  that  under  the 

present  scheme  of  the  Council  some  thirty-five  or  forty  millions  might  be  paid  in 
purchase  money,  and  some  ten  or  fifteen  millions  for  new  works  and  an  additional 

supply,  2962-2966.  3063-3069  Reference  to  Clause  6  of  the  present  Bill  as 

providing  that  certain  matters  should,  and  certain  other  matters  should  not,  be  taken 
into  consideration  by  the  arbitrator  ;  examination  as  to  the  fairness  or  otherwise  of 
these  provisions,  2966.  3062-3074. 

Contemplated  limitation  of  the  period  for  payment  of  back  'dividends  to  six  years, 
the  companies  being  moreover  placed  under  control ;  belief  that  the  shareholders 
would  acquiesce  in  this  arrangement,  whilst  the  ratepayers  would  greatly  profit 
thereby,  as  being  far  more  to  their  advantage  than  piirchase,  2966.  2978  -2983. 

Explanation  that  witness,  who  resides  in  Kent,  appears  as  a  representative  of  the 

Kent  local  authorities,  2970-2972.  2975-2977   Opinion  that  a  water  trust  would  be 

preferable  to  transfer  to  the  London  County  Council,  though  witness  advocates  control 
of  the  companies  as  the  best  arrangement,  2984-2991. 

Apprehension  on  the  part  of  the  people  of  Kent  and  of  the  local  authorities  that 
an  excessive  amount  of  water  would  be  pumped  from  the  county  for  the  supply  of  the 
metropolis  generally  if  the  London  County  Council  had  the  control;  prejudicial  effect 

locally  if  the  springs  were  materially  lowered,  2991-3001-  Apprehension  also  of  the 

people  of  Kent,  who  are  in  the  area  of  the  water  company,  that  they  would  have  to 
pay  more  for  their  water,  2992-2998.  3003-3007. 

Objection,  in  the  interests  of  Kent,  to  the  Bills  for  the  transfer  of  the  Lambeth  and 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  as  creating  a  precedent  injurious  to  the  case  of 
the  former  county,  2993-3011.  3060,  3061  Grounds  for  the  conclusion  that  the 
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Lubbock,  ^ir  John,  Bart.,  M.P.    (Analysis  of  his  Evidence) — continued. 

Surrey  consumers  of  the  Lambeth  Company  would  have  to  pay  more  for  their  water 

under  the  transfer  scheme  than  if  they  remain  under  the  Company,  2998-3015  

Liability  and  risk  of  loss  incurred  by  the  shareholders  in  the  Lambeth  Company  if  a 
large  capital  outlay  be  necessary  for  an  increased  supply,  whereas  this  risk  would  fall 
on  the  ratepayers  under  the  County  Council  scheme,  SOIL 

Very  much  larger  area  of  the  Kent  Water  Company  outside  than  within  the  district 
of  the  London  County  Council  ;  claim  therefore  of  the  Kent  local  authorities  to  the 

control  of  their  own  supply,  3015.  3055.  3058,  3059a  Examination  as  to  the  local 

authorities  present  at  a  conference  at  Spring  Grardens  in  May  189L  and  as  to  the 
resolutions  then  adopted  upon  the  question  of  transfer  of  the  companies'  undertakings, 
and  upon  the  arrangements  to  be  made  with  the  outside  authorities  ;  inadequacy  of 

the  discussion  on  this  occasion,  3016-3045  Stress  laid  upon  the  fact  that  the  draft 

Transfer  Bills  have  never  been  before  the  local  authorities,  3016.  305L 

Explanation  as  regards  a  further  conference  at  Spring  Gardens,  on  30th  July  1894, 
that  witness  was  not  present  on  this  occasion,  and  cannot  speak  as  to  the  proceedings 
thereat,  3046-3052  Desire  shown  by  the  Council  to  treat  the  outside  authorities 
with  every  possible  courtesy  and  respect,  3053,  3054. 

Contention  that  if  there  be  a  transfer  of  the  Kent  Water  Company  the  supply 
throughout  the  area  of  the  Kent  County  Council  should  be  transferred  directly  to  that 
body,  and  should  be  independent  of  any  control  on  the  part  of  the  London  County 
Council ;  insistence  upon  this  principle  before  the  Lambeth  Transfer  Bill  is  passed, 
3055-3061  Reiteration  of  the  conviction  that  the  consumers  under  the  Kent  Com- 
pany could  not  derive  any  advantage  and  would  probably  suffer  loss  from  the  proposed 
purchase  by  the  London  County  Council,  3058,  3059a.  3072. 

Examination  to  the  effect  that  witness  is  not  conversant  with  arbitrations,  nor  com- 
petent to  say  what  instructions  should  be  given  to  the  arbitrator,  3062-3074. 

Further  grounds  for  the  conclusion  that  the  London  County  Council  is  already  over- 
burdened with  work,  and  that  the  Water  Committee  of  the  Council,  although  sitting 
weekly,  could  not  efficiently  administer  the  complicated  water  supply  of  the  metro- 
polis, with  its  4 1  millions  of  inhabitants,  3075-3085. 

[Second  Examination.] — Statement  by  Mr.  Littlei*,  in  his  capacity  as  Chairman  of 
the  Middlesex  County  Council,  at  the  conference  of  local  authorities  in  1891,  that  the 
Council  insisted  upon  an  independent  control  of  their  own  water  supply  and  of  the 

sources  of  supply,  3089,  3090  View  of  the  local  authorities  in  Kent  that  the  sources 

of  supply,  as  well  as  the  mains,  &c.,  should  be  entirely  in  their  own  hands  ;  resolution 
to  this  effect  as  regards  all  the  outside  areas  passed  at  the  Conference  in  1891  ; 
3090-3092. 

Information  as  to  the  dividends  jjaid  by  the  eight  companies,  witness  further 
showing  that  in  several  instances  the  maximum  has  been  reached,  and  any  additional 

profits  are  already  the  property  of  the  ratepayers,  3092.  3098.  3105-3107.  3111  

Statement  as  to  the  West  Middlesex  Company  having  already  paid  back  dividends 

and  having  made  some  reduction  in  the  water  rate,  3092.  3098.  3105-3107.  3111  

Payment  also  of  maximum  dividend  and  of  back  dividends  by  the  Kent  Company,  the 
price  of  water  having  been  reduced  by  the  company,  3092.  3111. 

Explanation  as  to  the  profits  on  new  capital,  after  payment  of  interest  and  of  a  per- 
centage for   management,  going  to   the  formation  of  a  sinking  fund,  3093-3099. 

3108-3110  Large  amount  of  labour  to  be  employed  by  the  County  Council  in  the 

working  of  the  water  companies  ;  reference  hereon  to  the  practice  at  Birmingham  and 
other  provincial  towns,  3100-3104. 

Objection  to  any  company  making  up  all  its  back  dividends,  3112  ^Check  upon 

extravagant  management  if  there  were  representatives  of  the  County  Councils  upon 
the  boards  of  the  companies,  3113. 


M. 

Mains.  Grounds  for  the  opinion  that  although  an  arbitrator  could,  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  inquire  into  the  condition  of  the  reservoirs,  he  could  not,  in  the  absence 
of  some  direction,  go  into  the  question  as  to  whether  the  mains  had  been  laid  at  a 
proper  depth,  Crtpps  2017^2040.  -See  also  Frost.  Plant. 

Management  Expenses.    Opinion  that  the  transfers  as  proposed  by  the  several  Bills  will 

involve  a-  very  considerable  administrative  saving,  Harrison  219,  220  Check  upon 

extravagant  management  if  the  County  Council  were  directly  represented  upon  the 
board  of  each  company,  Sir  J,  Lubbock  3113.  See  also  London  County  Council. 
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Market  Value  of  Undertakings.  Approximate  aggregate  market  value  of  the  under- 
takings of  the  water  companies  somewhere  between  30,000,000/.  and  35,000,000/.  ; 
opinion  that  the  value  is  very  much  over-estimated,  having  regard  to  all  the  circum- 
stances, Cripps  2300-2304.  2482-2486. 

Possibility  of  an  arbitrator  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  fixing  the  price  at  market 
value ;  groimds  for  the  objection  of  the  London  County  Council  to  purchase  the  water 
companies  at  repute  price  or  the  market  value  of  the  stock,  Moultoii  2617.  2682.  2696- 
2723.  2751-2758.  2801-2820.  2850-5854. 

Maximum   Dividends.    Great  bulk  of  the  capital  of  the  companies  already  paying 

statutory  diridendsj  Sir  J.  Lubbock  2947.  2966  Information  as  to  the  dividends 

paid  by  the  eight  companies,  witness  further  showing  that  in  aeveral  instances  the 
maximum  [has  been  reached,  and  any  additional  profits  are  already  the  property  of  the 
ratepayers,  ih.  3092.  3098.  3105-3107.  311 1.  See  also  Rates  and  Charges. 

Maximum  Rates.    See  Rates  and  Charges. 

Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.  Long  controversy  with  the  water  companies,  extending 
from  1878  to  1892,  in  regard  to  the  technical  diflBculties  preventing  the  Metroj)olitan 
Board  of  Works  and  the  London  County  Council  from  dealing  with  the  water 
question,  Cripps  1393,  1394  — — Reference  to  the  Competitive  Supply  Bill  brought  in 
by  the  Metropolitan  Board  in  1878,  which  had  to  be  abandoned  in  consequence  of  the 
loud  outcry  against  it,  not  only  from  the  water  companies  but  from  tiie  local  authorities 
and  others,  ib.  1407. 

Middlesex  : 

Statement  by  Mr.  Littler,  in  his  capacity  as  chairman  of  the  Middlesex  County 
Council,  at  the  conference  of  local  authorities  in  1891,  that  the  Council  insisted  upon 
an  independent  control  of  their  own  water  supply  and  of  the  sources  of  supply.  Sir  J. 
Lubbock  3089,  3090. 

Evidence  showing  that  the  Middlesex  Council  have  arranged  to  protect  and  repre- 
sent the  local  authorities,  Bigwood  3564-3572  Information  as  to  the  large  portion 

of  water  drawn  by  the  companies  from  wells  within  the  county  ;  opinion  that  Middlesex 

has  a  primary  claim  to  this  water,  ib.   3576-3581  Particulars  resijecting  the 

population  of  Middlesex,  which,  in  the  vicinity  of  London,  is  increasing  rapidly,  ib. 
3582-3586. 

Explanation  of  the  views  of  Middlesex  upon  the  water  question,  as  expressed  by  Mr. 
Littler  at  a  conference  summoned  by  the  London  County  Council  in  May  1891,  and 
sul)sequently  confirmed  in  Mav  1895;  desire  of  the  county  to  hold  a  totally  indepen- 
dent position,    Bigwood   3587-3607.   3615-3619.  3536-3645.   3648-3651  Details 

respecting  the  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Middlesex  Coimty  Council  on  the 
rejection  of  the  London  Water  Commission  Bill  and  the  London  Water  Supply 
Bill ;  objection  to  any  more  water  being  abstracted  from  the  Middlesex  area,  ib.  3608, 
3609. 

Reference  to  statement  by  Mr.  Littler  (as  chairman  of  the  Council ),  at  a  second 
conference  held  in  July  1894  ;  approval  of  purchase  by  the  county  of  the  portion  of  the 
undertaking  appropriate  to  its  use,  Bigwood  3610-3614.  3645.  3H54,  3655. 

Grounds  for  the  conclusion  that  it  would  be  antagonistic  to  the  ijiterestsof  Middlesex 
if  the  powers  of  supply  in  the  county  were  acquired  by  the  London  County  Council, 
Bigwood  3620-3631.  3634,  3635. 

Concurrence  in  the  view  that  the  water  sxipply  of  Middlesex  should  not  be  in  the 

hands  of  the  London  County  Council,  Fenwick  3681-3683  Reference  to  the  probable 

necessity  of  obtaining  for  London  a  water  supply  from  Wales  ;  contention  that  this  is 
,    unnecessary  as  regards  Middlesex,  and  would  greatly  reduce  the  rating  joower  of  the 

county,  ib.  3684-3689  Decided  objections  of  the  Middlesex  County  Council  to 

come  under  the  control  of  the  London  County  Council,  ib.  3693.  3701,  3702.  '6T2S- 
3726. 

Examination  to  the  effect  that  the  Middlesex  County  Council  has  not  power  to 
promote  Bills  ;  illustration  in  the  case  of  the  River  Brent  in  1893,  Austin  3727-3737. 

Estimate  that  the  increase  in  the  urban  population  of  Middlesex  is  about  fifty  per 

cent,  in  ten  years,  JSachus  3738,  3739  Satisfactory  character  of  the  supply  from 

wells,  ib.  3740,  3741. 

Contention  that  the  purchase  from  the  London  County  Council  by  the  Middlesex 
County  Council  of  the  portion  of  the  supply  in  the  outside  district  would  greatly 
increase  the  rate  in  Middlesex,  Eachus  3742-3753. 

See  also  Acton.  Hornsey.  Outside  Areas.  Thames,  §'c.  IVest 

Middlesex  Water  Company. 
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Money  Bill  {London  County  Council).  Consideration  of  the  security  for  the  thirty  or 
forty  millions  sterling  to  be  paid  for  the  purchase  of  the  water  companies  :  evidence 
showing  that  it  will  be  provided  for  by  the  annual  Money  Bill,  but  in  the  inconceivable 
event  of  this  Bill  not  passing  the  security  would  be  a  charge  on  the  county  rate, 

Harrison  499  -503.  509-542  Reference  to  the  Money  Bill  introduced  by  the  Council 

to  satisfy  the  liability  of  the  undertakings  as  being  necessarily  a  public  Bill,  the  period 
of  proposed  repayment  being  extended  to  100  years,  ib.  1385,  1386. 

Monopoly.    Reasons  which  lead  witness  to  believe  that  there  is  a  monopoly  in  the  water 

companies  outside  London,  Harrison  364-389.  1235-1261  Grounds  which  led  to 

the  insertion  of  a  proviso  in  Section  24  of  the  Bill  to  the  effect  that  if  the  Council  have 
to  pay  for  the  abolition  of  a  monopoly  the  arbitrator  shall  have  regard  to  that  award, 
ib.  1326-1333 — —See  also  Competition. 

Moulton,  John  Fletcher,  Q.C.,  M.P.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence). — Was  an  Alderman  of 
the  County  Council  at  the  time  the  present  Bill  was  decided  upon,  2614-2616. 

Examination  in  detail  to  the  effect  that  the  instructions  to  the  arbitrator  are 
necessary  and  should  be  defined  by  Parliament  in  order  that  no  ambiguity  should  arise 
as  to  the  interpretation  of  the  words  "fair  and  reasonable  value,"  2617-2620.  2646- 

2655.   2665,  2666.   2679-2682.   2695.   2720-2723.  2741-2750.  2841-2843.  2889  

Possibility  of  an  arbitrator  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  fixing  the  price  at  market 
value  ;  grounds  for  the  objection  of  the  London  County  Council  to  purchase  the  water 
companies  at  repute  |)rice  or  the  market  value  of  the  stock,  2617.  2682.  2696-2723. 
2751-2758.  2801-2820.  2850-2854. 

Opinion  that  the  returns  of  a  company  may  be  swollen  by  excess  of  charge  or 
deficiency  in  ihe  performance  of  their  duties,  and  that  this  should  be  taken  into 

consideration  in  effecting  an  ai'bitration,  2618.  2759-2768  Attention  called  to  the 

first  sub-section  of  Clause  6  ;  belief  that  this  proviso  is  necessary  as  a  return  has  to  be 
discounted  if  companies  have  not  kept  abreast  of  their  liabilities,  2621-2626.  2716- 
2719.  2868-2871. 

Inquiry  respecting  "  the  legal  powers  of  the  Lambeth  Company  to  take  water,"  &c.  ; 
grounds  for  justifying  the  insertion  of  this  sub-section  (Clause  6),  and  also  of  No.  4,  to 

which  it  is  similar,  2627-2633.  2724-2736.  2872-2889  Opinion  that  without  sj^ecial 

direction  the  arbitrator  might  not  have  taken  into  consideration  the  legality  of  the 
charges  made  by  the  Lambeth  Company,  2634,  2635  —  Conclusion  that  the  instruc- 
tions to  the  arbitrator  do  not  tend  to  cut  down  the  fair  price  of  the  undertaking,  2636, 
2637. 

Suggestion  that  the  sub-section  relating  to  the  deduction  which  may  be  made  for 
insufficiency  of  present  storage,  and  also  the  section  on  obsolete  plant,  are  both 

amplifications  of  Sections  1  and  3  ;   2638-2645  Necessity  for  an  arbitrator  to 

consider  the  statutory  powers  of  any  other  company  to  compete  in  any  part  of  the 
Lambeth  Company's  district,  2656-2664. 

Examination  in  regard  to  the  precedent  for  the  variation  of  the  language  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Act  by  the  use  of  the  words  "fair  and  reasonable  value  " ;  contention 
that  the  justice  of  this  requisition  is  not  to  be  tested  by  precedent,  2671-2678a.  2864- 

2867  Discussion  as  to  whether  the  improper  rejection  of  evidence  by  an  arbitrator 

does  not  afford  a  ground  for  setting  aside  an  award ;  belief  that  under  the  Arbitration 
Act  of  1889,  the  result  does  not  follow,  2684-2694.  2820-2834.  2873-2889. 

Conclusion  that  the  terms  of  purchase  in  previous  cases  generally  have  not  been 

properly  adjusted,  2737-2740^  Contention  that  the  first  section  of  the  proviso  of 

Clause  6,  dealing  with  back  dividends,  does  not  alter  the  law  of  the  kingdom,  2769- 

2785.  2855,  2856  Justification  for  the  second  section  of  the  proviso,  which  enacts 

that  no  alloAvance  is  to  be  made  for  any  assumed  future  increase  in  the  rateable 
value  of  buildings,  2785-2793.  2857-2863. 

Further  objections  to  the  purchase  of  the  water  companies  by  arbitration  imder  the 

Lands  Clauses  Act,  2794-2800.  2844-2849  Illustration  in  the  tramway  case  of 

the  difl&culties  arising  under  the  Arbitration  Act,  2835-2843. 

Municipalisation  of  Water  i>upply.  Approval  of  the  expropriation  of  the  water  com- 
panies, on  the  ground  that  water  is  not  the  proper  subject  for  free  trade,  Beachcroft 
3501-3504.  See  also  London  County  Council.        Water  Trust. 


N. 

New  Sources  of  Supply.  Question  as  to  the  reason  for  directing  the  arbitrator  to 
consider  the  probable  necessity  of  the  future  introduction  of  a  new  source  of  supply ; 
reference  hereon  to  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission  respecting  the  necessity  of 

new  reservoirs  at  a  great  capital  outlay,  Harrison  817-830,  842  Desire  of  the 

London  County  Council  that  the  arbitrator  should  have  due  regard  to  the  Report  of 


NEW 


OUT 


379 


Report,  1895— continued. 


New  Sources  of  Supply — continued. 

the  Royal  Commission  of  1890;  necessity  of  the  direction  to  the  arbitrator  to 
consider  the  probability  of  a  new  source  of  supply  being  required,  Cripps  1796 
et  seq. 

Object  of  the  Bill  introduced  by  the  Council  in  1893  to  obtain  powers  to  acquire 
some  new  source  of  water  supply  for  London,  the  opposition  to  the  Birmingham  Bill 
of  1892  having  been  based  on  the  opinion  that  the  arbitrator  should  have  regard  to 
the  possibility  of  new  sources,  Cripps  2489-2493. 

Evidence  showing  that  the  London  County  Council  is  practically  committed  to 
procure  an  additional  supply  from  a  distant  source,  Bcachcroft  3466-3472.  3496- 
3501. 

See  also  Arbitration.     ,  Thames.        Supply  {Generally). 

Northwich   Water  Company.    Grounds  for  preferring  the  IVorthwich  Clause   to  the 
Ambleside  Clause  as  regards  the  conduct  of  purchase  by  arbitration,  Cripps  1977- 

2001  Statement  that  under  the  NorthAvich   Clause  the  undertaking  was  to  be 

purchased,  not  at  the  value  to  the  owner,  but  at  the  value  to  the  purchaser,  ib.  2504- 
2506. 


O. 

Obligation  to  Supply.  Reference  to  the-  differences  in  respect  of  the  obligations  of 
the  companies  in  regard  to  the  laying  of  pipes  and  the  supply  of  water  ;  statement 
that  by  the  Act  of  1834  the  Lambeth  Company  are  "  obliged  to  supply,"  the  only 
modification   being  a  particnlar  height,  viz.,   150  feet   above  Trinity  High-water 

Mark,  Harrison   122  Conclusion  that  in  the  County  of  London  the  companies 

are  bound  to  supply,  but  that  outside  the  county  it  is  not  compulsory,  ib.  304-389. 
1235-1261. 

Outside  Areas  : 

Explanation  in  regard  to  the  outside  areas  of  certain  companies,  such  area  in  the 
case  of  the  Kent  Company  being  174  square  miles,  whilst  the  Lambeth  Company  has 

sixty-two  square  miles,  Harrison  125-129  Areas  south  of  the  Thames  exclusively 

supplied  by  the  Lambeth  and  the  South wark  and  Vauxhall  Companies,  respectively, 
ib.  131,  132. 

Information  as  to  the  clause  dealing  with  the  urban  authorities  outside  London  ; 

belief  that  the  Bill  makes  no  alteration  of  the  existing  law,  Harrison  1188-1197  

Evidence  purporting  to  show  that  the  London  County  Council  is  on  a  totally 
different  footing  and  position  to  the  Kent  and  other  County  Councils  by  reason  of  the 
Public  Health  Act  of  1891  ;  ib.  1199-1218. 

Opinion  that  it  would  be  no  disadvant.ige  to  the  outside  authorities  to  place  the 
water  administration  under  the  London  County  Council  instead  of  leaving  it  with 
the  companies,  Harrison  1276-1286— — Examination  as  to  the  probability  of  a  higher 
water  rate  being  inflicted  on  outside  authorities  in  the  event  of  poorer  districts  having 
a  free  supply  of  water  or  of  the  svipply  being  brought  from  Wales ;  remedy  in 
Section  24  which  empowers  urban  authorities  to  take  water  in  the  bulk  and  establish 
their  own  charges,  ib.  1 287-13 13. 

Consideration  of  Section  24  of  the  Bill  which  provides  for  the  compulsory  sale 
to  the  local  authorities  of  certain  portions  of  the  water  undertakings  at  a  price  to 
be  fixed  by  arbitration  ;  testimony  to  the  willingness  of  the  Council  to  sell,  Harrison 

1314-1325  Satisfactory  nature  of  the  agreements  entered  into  with  the  local 

authorities  of  Surrey  and  Croydon,  the  only  outside  parties  interested  in  the  present 
Bills ;  willingness  of  the  Council  to  negotiate  on  similar  lines  with  Kent  and 
Middlesex  when  their  cases  appear,  ib.  1367-1375. 

Willingness  of  the  London  County  Council  to  come  to  an  arrangement  with  all  the 
other  county  authorities  on  the  same  basis  as  that  agreed  to  with  Surrey  ;  opinion 
that  this  is  more  a  matter  of  detail  than  of  principle,  Cripps  2409-2413.  2421  et  seq. 

Comparison  of  the  area  of  the  water  supply  with  the  area  of  population  supplied, 
showing  about  two-thirds  of  the  area  of  the  companies  to  be  outside  of  the  Countv  of 
London,  and  one-third  within,  whilst  the  proportion  of  population  is  about  reversed, 
Binnie  2541-2546.  2550-2554. 

Examination  as  to  the  local  authorities  present  at  a  conference  at  Spring  Gardens 
in  May  189 J,  and  as  to  the  resolutions  then  adopted  upon  the  question  of  transfer  of 
the  companies'  undertakings  and  upon  the  arrangements  to  be  made  with  the  outside 
authorities  ;  inadequacy  of  the  discussion  on  this  occasion,  Sir  J.  Lubbock  3016.  3051 
 Explanation  as  regards  a  further  conference  at  Spring  Gardens  on  30th  July  1894, 

384.  3  c  3  that 
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Outside  Areas — continued. 

that  witness  was  not  present  on  this  occasion  and  cannot  speak  as  to  the  proceedings 

thereat,  *bVr  J.  Lubbock  3046-3052  Desire  shown  by  the  Council  to  treat  the  ouside 

authorities  with  every  possible  courtesy  and  respect,  ib.  3053,  3054. 

View  of  the  local  authorities  in  Kent  that  the  sources  of  supply  as  well  as  the 
mains,  &c.,  should  be  entirely  in  their  own  hands  ;  resolution  to  this  effect  as  regards 
all  the  outside  areas  passed  at  the  Conference  in  1891,  Sir  J.  Lubbock  3090-3092. 

Insistence,  on  the  part  of  Beckenham,  upon  complete  severance  from  London  and. 
full  local  control,  witness  not  being  qualified  to  express  an  opinion  upon  the  question 
whether  the  London  County  Council  is  the  proper  authority  for  administering  the 

supply  in  the  metropolis,  Randell  3229  et  seq.;  3241-3252.  3269-3283  Several 

respects  in  which  it  might  be  disastrous  to  the  outside  districts,  as  in  Kent,  if  the 
London  Coimty  had  the  control,  and  if  the  outside  local  authorities  were  at  their 
mercy  as  regards  the  diversion  of  supply  to  London,  the  charge  for  supply  in  bulk,  &c., 
ib,  3232-3240. 

Examination  upon  the  question  of  the  willingness  of  the  London  County  Council  to 
give  assistance  to  the  counties  generally  in  the  outside  areas,  Bigwood  3646.  3647. 
3661-3664. 

Detailed  report  respecting  the  Conference  held  on  30th  July  1894  between  the 
Water  Committee  (London  County  Council)  and  representatives  of  County  Councils 
and  local  authorities  outside  the  County  of  London,  but  within  the  area  of  supply  of 

the  metropolitan  water  companies,  App.  340-349  Copy  of  paper  circulated  to  the 

representatives  of  the  outside  authorities,  together  with  circular  letter  from  the 
London  County  Council,  ib.  340,  341. 

List  of  petitions  against  the  Bill  from  various  outside  local  authorities,  pp.  1-4. 

See  also  Acton.       Beckenham.       Essex.       Hertfordshire.      Kent.  Middlesex. 
Surrey.        Waltham  Holy  Cross. 


P. 

Petitions.  No  doubt  that  the  result  of  the  London  County  Council  proceeding  by  eight 
Bills,  rather  than  by  one,  will  be  to  multiply  the  number  of  petitions  from  local  autho- 
rities to  some  extent,  but  that  it  lessens  the  number  that  need  be  heard  at  the  same 
time  and  very  considerably  reduces  their  contents,  Cripps  2414  et  seq. 

List  of  petitions  against  the  Lambeth  Water  (Transfer  ;  Bill,  pp.  1-4. 
Pipes.    See  Mains.    Plant,  &c. 

Plant  (Pipes,  Reservoirs,  Filter  Beds,  ^c).  Explanation  that  the  engineer  of  the 
London  County  Council  will  give  evidence  on  the  first  sub-section  of  Clause  6,  viz., 
"  The  condition  and  state'  of  repairs  ;"  grounds  for  justifying  this  proviso,  Harrison 

177.  322-340  Conclusion  that  it  is  only  fair  that  regard  is  to  be  paid  by  the  arbi 

Irator  to  "  plant  that  has  become  wholly  or  partially  useless,"  ib.  662-673. 

Witness  submits  that  the  condition  of  the  company's  reservoirs,  filter  beds, 
machinery,  and  plant,  and  the  probable  future  expenditure  thereon,  is  a  fair  matter  for 
the  consideration  of  the  arbitratoi's ;  evidence  in  support  of  the  contention  that  it  is 
reasonable  to  consider  whether  there  is  eflBcient  storage,  and  Avhether  the  water  is 

efficiently  filtered  before  delivery,  Cripps    1496-1500.    1528    et  seq.  Absolute 

necessity,  on  the  principle  of  expressio  nnius,  of  instructing  the  arbitrator  to  have  regard 
to  the  condition  of  the  reservoirs,  &c.,  ib.  1744-1748. 

Concurrence  of  witness  in  the  statement  that  the  arbitrator  could  take  into  con- 
sideration, without  an  instruction,  the  condition  and  state  of  efficiency  of  the  reservoirs, 
&c.,  per  se,  but  not  as  involving  a  future  liability  on  the  companies,  Cripps  2002-2016. 

Suggestion  that  the  sub-section  relating  to  the  deduction  which  may  be  made  for 
insufficiency  of  present  stoi'age,  aud  also  the  section  on  obsolete  plant,  are  both  ampli- 
fications of  Sections  1  aud  3,  Moulton  2638-2645. 

Priest,  James  Danvers.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — As  Medical  Officer  of  Health  for 
Waltham  Holy  Cross,  witness  submits  information  as  to  the  large  supply  of  exceed- 
ingly pure  water  obtained  by  the  East  London  Company  from  a  deep  well  at  Waltham 
Holy  Cross,  3850-3854.  3857,  3858- — Reference  to  an  agreement  with  the  Ease 
London  Company  for  a  free  supply  to  the  poorer  inhabitants  of  the  district,  3855, 
3856.  '  "i'f  ■ 

Objection  to  the  supply  of  other  water  hy  the  London  County  Council  in  lieu  of  the 

local  well  supply,  3859-3866  Explanation  that  fifteen  hours  pumping  by  the  East 

London  Company  lowers  the  water  in  the  well  seventy  feet,  3867-3870. 

Purchase 
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Purchase  of  Undertakings.  Reasons  for  postponing  the  second  reading  of  six  out  of 
eight  Bills ;  assurance  that  these  Bills  will  not  be  dropped,  although  witness  objects  to 
the  insertion  of  a  clause  to  the  effect  that  any  one  purchase  shall  not  be  completed 
until  notice  of  acquirement  has  been  given  to  all  the  companies,  Harrison  231-255. 

283-312.  259-277.  281,  282  Objection  to  the  requisition,  as  recommended  by  Sir 

Matthew  White  Ridley's  Committee,  to  purchase  the  whole  of  the  eight  companies 
within  a  fixed  period,  811-817. 

Statement  that  since  1880  witness'has  advised  on  every  Bill  brought  in  affecting 
London,  including  all  the  Bills  of  the  water  companies  ;  introduction  into  every  Bill 
relative  to  water  companies  of  provisions  clearly  indicating  the  policy  of  Parliament 
in  favour  of  the  ultimate  purchase  of  the  undertakings,  Cripps  1398-1403.  1410 
et  seq. 

Indication  by  Sir  William  Harcourt's  Committee  in  )  880  of  three  courses  which 
might  be  adopted*  in  dealing  with  the  companies,  namely,  competitive  supplv,  regula- 
tion, or  purchase ;  tendency  of  all  the  Acts  passed  since  then  towards  acquisition 
rather  than  competition  or  regulation,  Cripps  1400,  1401.  1410  e<  scq.  ;  1489. 

Certainty  that  the  anomalies  and  inconveniences  of  the  present  system  are  so  con- 
siderable that  if  there  were  no  question  of  purchase  they  would  have  to  be  dealt  with 
at  once  ;  decision  of  the  County  Council  that  the  fairest  course,  both  for  the  companies 
and  the  public,  is  purchase  on  equitable  terms,  Cripps  1408,  1409. 

Rejection  of  the  Kent  Company's  Bill  for  extension  of  limits  and  power  to  raise 
100,000/.,  and  the  South wark  Bill  for  power  to  raise  280,000Z.  in  1885,  the  opposition 
being  based  upon  the  one  point  that  the  passing  of  the  Bills  would  interfere  with  the 
ultimate  acquisition  of  the  undertakings  on  fair  terms,  Cripps  1449-1454. 

See  also  Arbitration,  Cost  of  Purchase,  Market  Value.  New  Sources  of 
Supply.  Ratepayers,  Thames,  Sfc.  Separate  Bills,  Transfer  before 
Arbitration,  8fc. 


Q. 

Quality  of  Supply,  Entire  absence  of  complaint,  on  the  part  of  Beckenham,  against  the 
quality  of  the  Lambeth  supply,  the  Kent  water  being,  however,  better  for  dietetic 
purposes,  Randell,  3256-3268. 


R. 

Randell,  Dr.  Reginald  Maurice  Henry,  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence). — Witness,  who  is 
Chairman  of  the  Water  Committee  of  the  Beckenham  Urban  District  Council, 
submits  strong  objections  on  the  part  of  the  Council,  and  of  other  local  authorities  in 
Kent,  to  any  control  of  the  water  supply  in  their  districts  being  vested  in  the  London 
County  Council,  3220  et  seq. 

Rapid  increase  in  the  population  of  Beckenham  ;  also,  in  the  rateable  value,  3223- 

3226  Several  grounds  upon  which  the  Beckenham  District  Council  and  other  local 

bodies  urge  that  the  water  supply  should  be  vested  in  the  local  authorities,  and  that 
there  should  be  complete  and  absolute  severance  from  the  London  County  Council  and 
from  London,  3229  et  seq. 

Preference  for  the  preference  system  of  the  companies  rather  than  for  transfer  to  the 

London  County  Council,  3233  Several  respects  in  which  it  might  be  disastrous  to 

the  outside  districts  if  the  London  County  Council  had  the  control,  and  if  the  outside 
local  authorities  were  at  their  mercy  as  regards  the  diversion  of  supply  to  London, 
the  charge  for  supply  in  bulk,  &c.,  3232-3240. 

Insistence  upon  complete  severance  from  London  and  full  local  control,  witness  not 
being  qualified  to  express  an  opinion  upon  the  question  whether  the  London  County 
Council  is  the  proper  authority  for  administering  the  supply  in  the  metropolis,  3241- 

3252.  3269-3283  Much  larger  supply  by  the  Lambeth  Company  than  by  the  Kent 

Company  in  Beckenham  3253-3255  Satisfactory  quality  of  the  Lambeth  supply, 

though  the  Kent  water  is  superior  dietetically,  3256-3268. 

Rateable  Value.  Reference  to  the  second  part  of  the  pro\'iso,  at  the  end  of  Clause  6,  that 
no  allowance  is  to  be  made  "  in  respect  of  any  assumed  further  increase  of  the  rateable 
value,  &c.";  grounds  for  the  necessity  of  this  clause,  Harrison  204-209,  459-468. 

Opinion  that  the  arbitrators  should  be  prohibited  from  making  any  allowance  in 
respect  of  any  assumed  further  increase  of  the  rateable  value  of  property,  as  there  is 
no  reason  why  more  money  should  be  paid  to  the  water  companies  in  consequence  of 
384.  3  c  4  the 
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Rateable  Value — continued. 

the  people  of  London  having  by  their  own  requirements  increased  the  rateable  value, 
especially  -when  there  is  no  increased  consumption  of  water,  Cripps  2080-2122. 

Grounds  upon  which  witness  justifies  the  second  section  of  the  proviso,  which  enacts 
that  no  allowance  is  to  be  made  for  any  assumed  future  increase  in  the  rateable  value 
of  buildings,  2785-2793.  2857-2863. 

Ratepayers  (Metropolis).  Reference  to  the  Kent  Water  Company  as  illustrating  the 
advantageous  position  of  the  ratepayers  under  the  present  system,  they  sharing,  in  the 
form  of  reduction  of  the  w^ater  rate,  in  any  excess  of  profits  above  the  maximum 
dividend  ;  prejudice,  on  the  other  hand,  to  the  ratepayers  under  the  proposed  transfers, 

Sir  J.  Lubbock  2946,  2947.  2965,  2966.  3058,3059.  3072  Contention  that  the 

transfer  of  the  companies  would  inevitably  add  very  largely  to  the  rates  of  the 
metropolis,  which  are  at  present  rapidly  increasing,  ib.  2946. 

Decided  advantage  to  the  ratepayers  in  placing  the  companies  under  regulation  and 

control  instead  of  buying  them  up,  Sir  John  Lubbock  2966.  2978-2983  Enhanced 

charge  upon  the  present  generation  of  ratepayers  under  the  Bill,  by  reason  of 
the  necessary  redemption  of  the  purchase  money  within  a  fixed  period,  ib.  2946. 
3072. 

View  of  witness  that  the  present  policy  of  the  London  County  Council  in  regard  to 
the  Avater  question  wiU  probably  involve  loss,  and  may  mean  a  levy  of  8rf.  in  the 
pound  on  the  ratepayers,  Bcackcroft  3464-3466.  3490-3495.  3557. 

Kates  aisid  Charges  {Lambeth  and  other  Companies): 

Detailed  information  respecting  the  charges  of  the  various  companies,  showing  the 
7g  per  cent,  rental  fixed  by  the   Lambeth  to  be  the  highest,  Harrison  122-124 

•  Examination  as  to  the  amount  and  the  legality  of  the  charges  of  the  Lambeth 

Company ;  practice  to  charge  the  maximum  rating  power,  except  in  certain 
highly-rated  areas,  and  to  pay  no  attention  to  the  wants  or  necessities  of  the 
occupiers  or  the  quality  of  the  water  supplied,  ib.  187-191. 

Examination  as  to  the  proposed  power  of  the  arbitrator  in  deciding  the  legality  of 
the  charges  made  by  the  Lambeth  Water  Company :  opinion  that  the  arbitrator 
should  see  whether  the  charges  are  reasonable,  Harrison  397-423  ;    Cripps  1700 

et  seq.  Evidence  in  support  of  the  view  that  the  Lambeth  Company  are  not 

entitled  both  to  charge  a  higher  rate  ])er  cent,  than  the  other  companies,  and  also  to 
charge  extra  for  other  than  domestic  supplies,  including  10s.  per  annum  for 
fixed  baths;  submission  by  witness  of  demand  notes  of  the  Soutbwark  and 
Lambeth  Companies  showing  that  the  latter  is  misleading,  Cripps  1585  et  seq. 
(App.  317-320). 

Suggestion  that  the  attention  of  the  arbitrator  should  be  directed  to  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  existing  powers  of  charging  Avere  given  by  Parliament  to 
the  companies,  as  the  distinct  pledge  in  regard  to  maximum  rates  given  by  the 
companies  in  1852  has  not  been  fulfilled,  Cripps  1700  et  seq. 

Extracts  from  the  speeches  made  by  representatives  of  the  water  companies 
during  the  inquiry  in  1852  against  a  uniform  rate,  in  support  of  the  statement  that 
the  companies  represented  that  the  maximum  rate  would  only  be  charged  in 
particular  cases  and  under  certain  circumstances,  Cripps  1707  et  seq. 

Contention  that  the  arbitrator  should,  when  considering  the  price  to  be  paid,  treat 
the  company's  statutory  maximum  rate  as  a  rate  that  ought  to  have  been  receded  from 
in  the  majority  of  instances,  and  that  he  should  also  have  the  possibility  of 
Parliamentary  control  and  regulation  clearly  within  his  pui'view ;  necessity  of  an 
instruction  to  that  effect,  Cripps  1724  et  seq.  ;  1883,  1884.  1902  et  seq. 

Adherence  of  witness  to  former  statement  that  in  1852  the  companies  gave  pledges 
to  Parliament  that  in  the  majority  of  instances  they  would  not  charge  their  legal 
maximum,  and  that  they  have  broken  those  pledges :  further  contention  that  this 
matter  ought  to  be  brought  under  the  considei-ation  of  the  arbitrator,  Cripps  1937- 
1955. 

Explanation  that  the  reason  why  the  attention  of  Parliament  has  not  been  drawn  to 
the  fact  that  the  companies  are  charging  their  maximum,  notwithstanding  their 
pledges  to  the  contrary,  was  that  there  was  no  legal  body  that  could  have  dealt  with 
the  question  until  1892;  desirability  of  the  arbitrators  considering  the  matter,  Cripps 
2496-2498. 

Opinion  that,  without  special  direction  the  arbitrator  might  not  take  into  considera- 
tion the  legality  of  the  charges  made  by  the  Lambeth  Company,  Moulton  2634, 
2635. 

Further  evidence  in  support  of  the  statement  that  the  water  companies  gave 
pledges  in  1852  to  recede  from  their  maximum,  which  pledges  they  have  not  kept  ; 
dissent  from  the  suggestion  that  the  pledges  were  given  on  condition  that  the  Bills 

were 
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Rates  and  Charges  (L^im beth  and  other  Cowpyii\'2£;s)^continued. 

were  passed  as  they  stood,  Cripps  2892  et  seq  Explanation  that  tlie  companies  are 

not  all  in  the  same  position  in  regard  to  the  pledges  given  in  1852,  some  of  the 
companies  not  having  then  had  Bills  before  Parliament,  ib.  2923-2928, 

Argument  that  the  point  in  discussion  with  regard  to  the  rates  in  1852  was  whether 
the  principle  of  a  maximum  rate  that  could  be  receded  from  in  the  majority,  probably, 
of  instances  was  a  reasonable  mode  of  rating  property  for  payment  for  the  supply  of 
water,  Cripps  2929-2935. 

Details  as  to  the  higher  charges  made  in  some  districts  for  the  supply  to  outside 
areas,  Fenwick  3G94-3700. 

Demand  notes  of  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  setting  forth 
the  rates  and  charges  which  are  authorised  under  their  Acts,  App.  317-320. 

Examples  of  annual  charges  at  various  rateable  values  in  the  cases  of  the  Lambeth, 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall,  and  West  Middlesex  Companies,  and  of  Birmingham, 
Glasgow,  and  Leicester,  App.  321. 

See  also  Arbitration.  Competition.  Legal  Powers,  Sj'c.  Rateabh,  Value' 

Ratepayers. 

Redemption  of  Stock  (^Purchase  Money).  Conclusion  of  the  London  County  Council  that 
they  should  be  allowed  at  least  100  years  (instead  of  sixty)  within  which  to  provide  for 

repayment  of  the  purchase-money,  Harrison  1385,  1386;  Cripps  1770  Argument 

in  support  of  the  contention  that  the  period  of  redemption  of  the  stock  created  in  con- 
nection with  the  purchase  of  the  water  companies  should  be  100  years  ;  admission  that 
the  general  policy  of  Parliament  in  recent  years  has  been  to  shorten  the  period  within 
which  municipal  authorities  are  to  provide  for  their  debts,  Cripps  2305-2329.  2344, 
2345.  2480,  2481. 

Necessity  of  the  Council  paying  not  only  for  the  water,  but  for  the  redemption  of 
the  stock,  thus  entailing  an  enhanced  charge  upon  the  present  generation  of  rate- 
payers, Sir  J.  Lubbock  2946.  3072. 

Regulation  and  Control  of  Companies.  Conclusion  that  as  it  appeared  certain  that  the 
acquisition  of  the  water  companies'  undertakings  was  in  view,  a  Bill  for  the  regulation 
of  the  companies  would  have  been  complained  of  as  intended  to  cripple  the 
companies  previous  to  purchase,  Cripps  1402-1406  Proposal  of  the  Govern- 
ment in  1845  that  the  companies  should  be  consolidated  and  placed  under  the  control 
of  a  Government  Department;  admission  that  the  Government  was  then  content  with 
arbitration  without  special  instructions,  ib.  2268-2272. 

Proposition  that  on  the  board  of  each  company  there  should  be  a  representation, 
separately,  of  the  Government,  of  the  London  County  Council,  and  of  the  outside 
county  interested  in  the  supply.  Sir  J.  Lubbock  2947,  2948.  2966.  2978-2980  Con- 
templated limitation  of  the  period  for  payment  of  back  dividends  to  six  years,  the 
companies  being  at  the  same  time  placed  under  control ;  belief  that  the  shareholders 
should  acquiesce  in  this  arrangement,  whilst  the  ratepayers  would  greatly  profit 
thei-eby  as  being  far  more  to  their  advantage  than  purchase,  ib.  2966.  2978-2983. 

Opinion  that  a  water  trust  would  be  preferable  to  transfer  to  the  London  County 
Council,  though  witness  advocates  control  of  the  companies  as  the  best  arrangement, 
Sir  J.  Lubbock  2984-2991 — • — Check  upon  extravagant  management  if  there  were  repre- 
sentatives of  the  County  Councils  upon  the  boards  of  the  companies,  ib.  3113. 

See  also  KENT. 

Re-investment  by  Shareholders.  Opinion  that  if  the  shareholders  of  the  companies  are  put 
to  any  expense  in  re-investing  their  money  that  is  a  matter  which  should  be  considered 
by  the  arbitrators,  Cripps  2461-2464. 

Reservoirs.  Probable  necessity  of  an  outlay  of  some  15,000,000/.  or  20,000,000/.  in 
respect  of  the  enormous  reservoirs  required  if  the  present  sources  of  supply  are  to  be 

adequate  for  the  next  forty  years,  Harrison  390-396.  820-829  Question  as  to  the 

necessity  for  the  sub -section  "  The  deductions  from  any  compensation  claimed  by  the 
Lambeth  Company,  which  may  in  the  opinion  of  the  arbitrator  be  reasonably  made  in 
respect  of  any  insufficiency  of  the  present  storage,"  &c.,  ib.  423-427. 
See  also  Plant,  Sfc. 

Rosebery,  The  Right  Honourable  Earl.  Quotation  of  Lord  Rosebery  in  May  1890,  as 
strongly  adverse  to  the  London  County  Council  being  burdened  with  further  compli- 
cated duties,  Sir  J.  Lubbock  2946.  3081. 

Royal  Commission.  Application  made  to  the  Government  in  October  1891  by  the 
London  County  Council,  requesting  the  appointment  of  a  Commission  to  inquire  into 
the  quantity  and  quality  of  the  water  supply,  a  Royal  Commission  having  been 
apjiointed  in  January  1892,  Harrison  81-83. 

384.  3  D  Explanation 


384 


ROY 


SOU 


Report,  1895 — continued. 


Royal  Commission — continued. 

Explanation  that  the  London  County  Council  did  not  attempt  to  make  out  any  case 
against  the  water  companies  before  the  Royal  Commission  of  1890,  though  the  com- 
panies made  a  very  strong  case  in  their  own  favour;  view  of  the  Council  that  the  terms 
^,pf  reference  to  the  Commission  excluded  the  vital  question,  the  Report  of  the  Water 
Committee  being  handed  in,  Cripps  1749-1763.  1771  et  seq. 

General  satisfaction  of  the  Council  with  the  Report  of  the  Royal  Commission,  the 
extent  to  which  they  differ  from  it  being  indicated  in  the  Report  of  the  Water  Com- 
mittee of  the  Council,  dated  the  1st  February,  Cripps  2487,  2488  Probability  that 

the  arbitrators  would  not,  without  a  special  direction,  consider  the  Report  of  the  Royal 
Commission,  ib.  2522-2525. 

Report  of  the  Water  Committee  of  the  London  County  Council,  dated  1  February 
1895,  respecting  the  conclusions  and  recommendations  of  the  Royal  Commission  ; 
exceptions  taken  thereto  on  several  points,  App.  322-325. 

S. 

Select  Committee  of  1891.  Statement  that  certain  recommenilations  of  the  Committee 
presided  over  by  Sir  Matthew  White  Ridley  in  1891  were  adopted  by  the  London 
County  Council,  and  formed  the  basis  of  its  proceedings,  Harrison  1361-1306. 

J,.  Report  of  the  Committee  of  1891;  recommendations  therein  for  a  more  complete 
inquiry,  App.  315,  316. 

Separate  Bills.  Explanation  of  the  reasons  which  led  the  County  Council  to  introduce  eight 
sepaiate  Bills  for  the  purchase  of  each  of  l:he  eight  water  companies'  undertakings, 
Harrison  109-129.  130-148.  256-259—  Contention   that   the  terms  of  the  eight 

Bills  are  not  identical,  ib.  259-277.  281-282  Explanation  that  all  the  Bills  have 

been  read  a  first  time,  and  that  the  second  reading  of  six  of  them  is  postponed  unlil  the 

middle  of  June,  ib.  278-281  Statement  that  the  outside  charges  will  be  based  on 

each  separate  undertaking,  each  agreement  and  each  arbitration  being  separate, 

,.,ib.  1179-1183. 

lio  Explanation  that  the  chief  reason  why  the  Council  is  proceeding  by  eight  Bill  s 
o.instead  of  one,  is  the  great  differences  which  exist  between  the  several  companies; 
-<iOpinion  that  if  the  eight  companies  had  been  grouped  together  in  one  Bill  it  Avould 

have  been  quite  impracticable  to  deal  with  the  matter  within  the  limits  of  one  Session, 

Cripps  1764-1768. 

Further  statement  as  to  the  reasons  why  the  recommendation  of  Sir  Matthew  White 
Ridley's  Committee  to  take  all  the  companies  or  none  before  a  fixed  date  was  not 
acted  upon  ;  possibility  that  the  Council  may  succeed  iu  justifying  the  purchase  of 
gome  of  the  companies  and  not  of  others,  Cripps  2153  et  seq  ;  2277  et  seq. 

^■>^  Difficulties  in  the  way  of  inserting  a  provision  in  every  Transfer  Bill  that  the 
^•''company  which  is  the  subject  of  the  Bill  shall  not  be  bought  until  notice  shall  have 

been  given  to  buy  ail  the  other  companies  ;  opinion  that  such  a  provision  would  defer 

the  whole  matter  indefinitely,  Cripps  2171-2196. 

Sinking  Fund.  Introduction  in  1886  of  Bills  for  i-aising  capital  by  the  East  London, 
Lambeth  and  Southwark  Companies,  which  were  fought  by  the  City  Corporation,  the 
Metropolitan  Board  standing  aside  ;  peculiar  and  exceptional  form  of  legislation 
introduced  for  the  first  time,  giving  the  public  a  kind  of  reversionary  interest  in  the 

undertakings  of  these  companies,  Cripps  1455-1463  -Attention  drawn  to  the  fact 

that  the  principle  established  by  the  sinking  fund  clause  was  carried  into  the  Chelsea 
Company's  Act  of  1887,  which  vras  of  a  domestic  character,  ib.  1464,  1465  Explana- 
tions respecting  the  sinking  fund  clause  in  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company's 
Act  of  1891,  ib.  1469-1478. 

Principal  alteration  in  the  sinking  fund  clause  in  the  1894  Acts,  that  debenture  stock 
should  be  raised  at  par,  the  rate  of  interest  for  that  purpose  being  fixed  by  the  Grovernor 
of  the  Bank  of  England  ;  copy  of  the  clause  as  it  now  stands  put  in,  tl-.ere  being  a 
jjrovision  that  the  one  per  cent,  for  management  shall  not  be  the  subject  of  compensa- 
tion in  the  event  of  purchase  of  the  undertaking,  Cripps  1488. 

Explanation  as  to  the  profits  on  new  capital  after  payment  of  interest  and  of  a  per- 
centage for  management  going  to  the  formation  of  a  sinking  fund.  Sir  J.  Lubbock 
3093-3099.  3108-3110. 

Smith,  E.  J.  ( Scheme  of  1880).  Conclusion  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  the 
Lambeth  Board  of  Works,  and  the  Corporation  of  London  in  1880  that  Mr.  E.  J. 
Smith's  provisional  requirements  were  inadmissible,  and  that  it  was  necessary  to  oppo;3e 
Lord  Cross'  Bill  for  the  promotion  and  confirmation  of  the  agreements,  Cripps  1395-1397. 

Sources  of  Supply.    Consideration  of  the  sources  of  supply  of  the  various  water  companies, 

Harrison  119-121  Reference  to  the  third  sub-section,  Clause  6,  viz.,  respecting  the 
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Sources  of  Supply — continued.  ^ 

adequacy  and  efficiency  of  the  sources  of  supply,  &.c.  ;  contention  that  this  in  no  way 
affects  the  first  sub-section,  Harrison  182-184.  358-.'563, 

Evidence  respecting  "  The  probable  necessity  of  the  future  introduction  of  a  new 
aource  of  supply  ;"  probability,  moreover,  that  enormous  reservoirs  will  be  required, 
Harrison  185,  186.  390-396.  * 

Detailed  explanations  respecting  the  sources  of  supply  and  the  area  supplied  by 
the  Lambeth  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  companies,  respectively,  Binnie 
2564-2582. 

See  also  New  Sources  of  Supply.        Tliamcs,  Sfc.  Welh. 

South  London  Water  Company.  First  statutoiy  grant  by  Parliament  to  supply  the  South 
of  London  with  water  in  1785,  when  the  Latiibeth  Company  was  authorised  to  supply 
the  parish  of  Lambeth  and  parts  adjacent;  establishment  in  1805  of  the  South  London 
Company,  which  afterwards  became  the  Vauxhall  Waterworks  Company,  and  was 
finally  amalgamated  in  1845  with  the  Southwark  Company  as  the  Southwark  and 
Vauxhall  Company,  Cripps  1593  et  seq.  ;  1619.  1626,  1627  Sei  also  Competition. 

SOVTHWARK  AND    VaUXHALL  WaTER  COMPANY: 

Strong  opposition  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  and  the  local  authorities  of 
every  district  within  the  area  of  the  company  to  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Com- 
pany's BiU  of  1883,  for  extension  ot  limits  and  amalgamation  with  the  Lambeth 
Company ;  non-approval  of  the  preamble  of  the  Bill  by  the  Committee,  Cripps 
1425-1439. 

Evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company's  Bill  of  1884, 
seeking  extension  of  limits  and  an  agreement  Avith  the  Lambeth  Company  as  to  the 
supply  of  their  districts,  was  petitioned  against  by  the  Metropolitan  Board,  but  was 
passed  by  the  Committee  with   certain  provisions  regarding  arrangement,  Cripps 

1440-1445  Importance  of  Section  24  inserted  by  the  Committee  of  the  J"outhwark 

Company's  Bill  of  1884,  as  being  a  clear  indication  on  the  face  of  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment itself  that  a  purchase  of  the  undertaking  of  the  company  was  in  contemplation, 

ib.  1445,  1446  Contention  with  reference  to  Section  23  of  the  Act  of  1884,  that  the 

principle  of  competition  still  subsists  as  between  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark 
Companies,  and  ought  to  be  recognised,  ib.  1446-1448. 

Introduction  by  the  Southwark  Company  of  a  Bill  in  1891,  to  raise  300,000/. 
debenture  stock,  C(mtaining  the  sinking  fund  clause ;  copy  of  the  sinking  fund  clause 
as  amended  by  the  Ridley  Committee,  so  as  to  provide  that  the  interest  should  be 
invested  and  held  for  the  purpose  of  extinguishing  the  company's  capital  or  otherwise, 
Cripps  1469-1478. 

Further  Bill  introduced  by  the  Southwark  Company  in  1893  for  power  to  raise 
debenture  stock,  opposed  by  the  County  Council,  and  rejected  on  the  second  I'eading 
in  the  House  of  Commons,  as  it  would  have  complicated  the  question  of  acquiring  the 
company's  undertaking,  Cripps  1479. 

Amount  of  capital  sought  to  be  raised  by  the  Southwark  Company's  Bill  in  1894 
reduced  by  the  amount  received  by  the  company  in  respect  of  sales,  the  proposal  to 
take  more  water  from  the  Thames  being  dropped,  and  the  sinking  fund  clause  revised, 
Cripps  1481-1487. 

Contention  of  the  Southwark  Company  that  they  have  a  right  to  take  24,500,000 
gallons  from  the  Thames  per  day  ;  certainty  that  if  their  legal  powers  only  extend  to 
20,000,000  gallons  per  day  they  are  existing  by  selling  water  that  does  not  belong  to 
them,  Cripps  1550-1552. 

Explanation  with  reference  to  the  23rd  Section  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Act 
of  1884,  that,  although  the  Southwark  and  Lambeth  Companies  were  allowed  to  carry 
out  purely  domestic  arrangements  between  themselves,  it  was  expressly  provided  that 
no  such  arrangements  shoidd  interfere  with  their  responsibilities  to  the  consumers, 
Cripps  1894-1902. 

Admission  that  Clause  3  of  the  present  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill  would  have 
the  effect  of  reducing  the  purchase  money  which  the  company  might  otherwise  claim  ; 

possibihty,  however,  of  Part  II.  only  of  the  Bill  being  passed,  Cripps  1902-1927  

Admission  also  that  the  preamble  of  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Bill  goes  further,  as 
regards  arbitration,  than  the  London  County  Council  intend  to  go,  and  that  evidence 

will  not  be  given  to  justify  the  paragraph  in  its  present  form,  ib.  1955  1973  Doubt 

as  to  the  arbitrators  being,  without  instruction,  entitled  to  take  into  consideration  any 
liabilities  or  obligations  that  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Company  may  be  reasonably 
required  or  expected  to  incur,  ib.  2040-2048. 
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SOVTHWARK  AND  VaUXHALL    WaTEH  COMPANY — continued. 

Further  contention  that  the  Southwark  Company  are  making  their  income  by  selling 
■water  to  which  they  have  no  right,  and  that  therefore  their  charges  are  wholly  or  in 
part  illegal,  Cripps  2496-2500. 

Information  as  to  the  mannef  in  Avhich  the  Lambeth,  Southwark  and  Vauxhall, 
West  Middlesex  and  Kent  Companies  overlap  ;  statement  that  in  a  district  of  three 
and  a-half  square  miles  south  and  east  of  Westminster  Bridge,  the  Lambeth  and  the 
Southwark  and  Vauxhall  pipes  are  laid  in  common  througli  the  streets,  although  no 
active  competition  exists,  Binnie  2583-2589.  2592,  2593. 

See  also  Amalgamation  of  Companies.        Competition.        Surrey.        Thames,  8fc. 

Supply  {Generally).  Grounds  for  the  contention  that  the  Royal  Commission  of  1890  did 
not  report  that  there  was  an  adequate  supply  of  good  water  to  be  got  from  the 
watershed  of  the  Thames  and  Lea,  Cripps  1771  et  seq. 

iNecessity,  before  dealing  in  detail  with  the  works  of  tlie  Lambeth  and  Southwark 
and  Vauxhall  Companies,  of  giving  general  consideration  to  the  whole  water  supply  of 

London,  Binnie  2536-2540  Conclusion  of  the  Royal  Commission  that  in  the  year 

1931  greater  London  would  have  a  population  of  11,191,934,  with  a  daily  requirement 

of  415,219,732  gallons  of  water,  ib.  2547-2550.  2555  Description  of  the  sources  of 

supply  and  the  districts  supplied  by  the  eight  companies,  ib.  2556-2559. 

See  also  East  London    Water   Company.         Essex.         Hertfordshire.  Kent. 
New  Sources  of  Supply.        Sources  of  Supply.        Surrey.        Thames,  S^c. 

Surrey : 

Contention  that  in  the  agreement  between  the  London  Council  and  the  Surrey 
County  Council  the  latter  contemplate  being  the  water  authority  for  Surrey;  notice  of 
witness  directed  to  the  report  of  the  Local  Grovernment  Board  and  also  to  a  meeting  of 
the  Surrey  County  Council  concerning  this  question,  Harrison  609-630  Considera- 
tion of  the  part  to  be  taken  in  the  proceedings  by  the  Surrey  County  Council,  should 
the  Bill  pass  ;  understanding  that  they  will  be  consulted  and  give  assistance  to  the 
London  County  Council  ib.  631-646. 

Evidence  showing  that  in  the  event  of  the  Surrey  County  Council  declining  to  take 
over  the  water  supply  it  would  be  administered  by  the  London  County  Council,  subject 
to  the  present  obligations  and  rights  of  the  Lambeth  Company  ;  contention  that  this 
would  not  cause  a  diversity  of  interest  between  the  metropolis  and  the  outside 
districts,  Harrison  777-808. 

Inquiry  as  to  the  power  of  the  Surrey  County  Council  to  become  the  water 
authority  for  any  part  of  Surrey  ;  detailed  explanation  hereon  of  the  power  of  any 
company  or  corporation  to  petition  Parliament  for  a  Bill,  Harrison  1338-1360. 

Probable  necessity  of  the  agreement  between  the  London  and  Surrey  County 
Councils  having  to  be  confirmed  by  Act  of  Parliament ;  correspondence  put  in 
showing  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  County  Councils  to  do  everything  ia  their  power  for 
the  general  interests  of  the  local  authorities  within  their  borders,  Cripps  2449-2457. 

Grounds  for  the  conclusion  that  the  Surrey  consumers  of  the  Lambeth  Company 
would  have  to  pay  more  for  their  water  under  the  transfer  scheme  than  if  they  remain 
under  the  company,  Sir  J.  Lubbock  2998-3015. 

Strong  disapproval  of  the  provisions  of  the  Surrey  agreement  being  applicable  to 
Kent,  Sir  J.  F.  Lennard  3130-3132.  3198,  3199.  3205,  3206. 

Disapproval  by  Essex  of  the  Surrey  agreement,  Whittingham  3350-3352. 

Explanation  of  the  views  of  Surrey  as  expressed  at  a  conference  attended  by  repre- 
sentatives of  various  local  authorities  on  30th  July  1894  ;  unanimous  resolution  that 
the  means  of  water  supply  within  the  county  should  be  acquired  by  the  Surrey  County 
Council,  and,  failing  this,  that  the  Lambeth  Transfer  Bill  should  be  strenuously  opposed, 

Halsey  3827-3836  Confirmation  of  the  above  resolution  at  a  subsequent  meeting 

convened  by  the  County  Council  in  March  1895;  ib.  3837-3841. 

Strong  objection  to  the  insufficient  protection  afforded  by  the  Bill  as  regards  the 
Surrey  outside  districts ;  illusory  character  of  the  provisions  of  Clause  23  on  this  point, 

Halsey  3847  Claim  of  the  Surrey  County  Council  to  the  absolute  right  to  the 

water,  the  pumping,  the  reservoirs,  and  the  filter  beds,  ib.  3847. 

Necessity  of  restricting  the  power  of  the  London  County  Council  to  take,  for 
for  the  use  of  London,  water  derived  from,  and  required  by,  Surrey,  Hahey  3848. 

Correspondence  in  May,  1895,  between  the  Local  Government  Board  and  the 
Surrey  County  Council  with  reference  to  the  action  of  the  latter  body  in  connection 
with  the  Lambeth  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Transfer  Bills,  App.  325-328. 

See  also  Arbitration,        Outside  Areas.        Thames,  S^c. 
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T. 

Thames  {Water  Supply): 

Summary  of  the  debates  and  reports  which  eventually  led  to  the  London  County 
Council  resolving  in  July  1894  that  the  acquisition  of  the  water  supply  should  be  dealt 
with  by  the  Parliamentary  Committee,  it  being  the  unanimous  opinion  of  this 
Committee  that  no  more  water  ought  to  be  taken  from  the  Thames  Valley  as 
being  more  or  less  polluted,  Harrison  101-108. 

Particulars  as  to  the  great  difference  between  the  statutory  provisions  of  various 
companies  with  regard  to  the  quantity  of  water  they  may  draw  from  the  Thames  ;  ex- 
perience that  those  having  no  outside  area  to  supply  draw  the  largest  quantity,  Harrison 
138-142. 

Examination  in  regard  to  the  second  sub-section,  Clause  6,  viz.  :  the  legal  powers  of 
the  company  to  take  water,  and  the  probability  of  such  powers  being  limited ;  strong 
objection  of  the  Thames  Conservancy  to  any  water  beyond  the  legal  limit  being  taken 
from  the  Thames  Valley,  Harrison  178-182.  341-357. 

Considerable  doubt  as  to  Avhat  are  the  legal  powers  of  the  Lambeth  Company  to 
take  water  out  of  the  Thames,  the  Thames  Conservany  having  granted  the  company 
power  to  increase  the  daily  quantity  from  20,000,000  to  24,500,000  gallons  after  Sir 
Hussey  Vivian's  Committee  refused  to  insert  a  clause  to  increase  the  quantity  in  the 
Bill  of  1878  ;  Cripps  1548,  1549. 

Claim  of  the  Lambeth  Company  as  landowners  to  a  legal  right  to  pump  up  water  out 
of  their  own  land  ;  opinion  however  of  the  Royal  Commission  that  as  this  water  is 
either  intercepted  on  its  way  to,  or  abstracted  from  the  Thames,  it  must  be  iiacluded  in 
the  20,000,000  gallons  to  which  the  company  are  restricted,  accox'ding  to  witness'  view, 
Cripps  1550-1552. 

Opposition  of  the  County  Council  to  the  Thames  Conservancy's  re-organisation  Bill 
of  last  year,  because  it  proposed  to  legalise  the  arrangements  under  which  the  two 
water  companies  each  took  24,500,000  gallons  per  day  from  the  Thames  ;  result  that 
the  companies  were  forbidden  to  take  any  further  quantity,  Cripps  1553-1560. 

Proposals  of  the  County  Councils  of  Hertfordshire,  Kent,  and  Middlesex,  and  of  the 
Thames  Conservancy,  that  the  power  of  the  Lambeth  and  Southwark  Companies  to 
take  water  from  the  Thames  shall  not  be  extended  beyond  24,500,000  gallons  per  day  ; 
special  necessity  of  the  clause  enabling  these  proposals  being  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  arbitrators,  Cripps  1563,  1564. 

Attention  drawn  in  the  report  of  the  Local  Government  Board  on  the  Lambeth 
Company's  Bill  that  the  company  must  not  rely  upon  their  power  to  take  water  at 
Long  Ditton ;  belief  that  although  this  source  is  an  improper  one  it  is  sometimes  used, 
Cripps,  1565,  1566. 

Evidence  to  the  effect  that  in  no  single  case  have  the  London  water  companies  paid 
for  their  source  of  supply  ;  contention  that  the  authority  representing  the  inhabitants 
of  Loudon  has  certain  rights  in  the  water  of  the  Thames,  and  that  the  legal  powers  of 
the  companies  to  take  water  should  be  considered  by  the  arbitrators,  Cripps  1641- 
1644. 

Chief  provision  of  the  Government  Bill  of  1851,  that  no  more  water  should  be  taken 
in  at  the  then  existing  sources  from  the  Thames  ;  opposition  of  all  the  water  companies 
to  the  Bill,  the  result,  however,  being  that  the  companies  had  to  go  higher  up  the 
river  for  their  supplies,  Cripps  1645-1655. 

Consideration  of  the  important  question  of  the  flow  of  the  Thames,  which  varies 
considerably  ;  table  handed  in  illustrating  the  dry  weather  flow  of  the  river,  Binnie 

2594-2606  Additional  table  handed  in  showing  that  occasionally  the  companies 

draw  from  28 1  to  44  per  cent,  of  the  total  annual  natural  volume  of  the  Thames, 
il.  2607-2611. 

Inquiry  respecting  "  The  legal  powers  of  the  Lambeth  Company  to  take  water, 
&c. ";  justification  for  the  insertion  of  this  sub-section  (Clause  6),  and  also  of 
No.  4,  to  which  it  is  similar,  Moulton  2627-2633.  2724-2736.  2872-2889. 

Tabular  statement  showing  for  the  years  1884,  1885,  1887,  and  1893,  the  daily 
average  natural  flow  in  million  gallons,  inclusive  of  the  quantity  abstracted  by  the 
water  companies,  App.  329. 

Table  showing  the  actual  flow  and  the  natural  flow  of  the  Thames  at  Teddington  Weir, 
and  the  abstraction  by  the  water  companies  in  the  months  of  July,  August,  and 
September  1893  and  1894,  App.  329. 

Table  showing,  for  the  year  1894,  the  daily  quantities  of  water  claimed  or  taken 
from  the  Thames  above  Molesey  by  each  of  the  six  companies  which  claim  the 
right  to  draw  from  the  river,  App.  330. 

Sec  also  Grand  Junction  Water  Company.         Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Water  Com- 
pany.       Supply  {Generally). 
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Tramv^ays.    Illustration  in  the  tramway  case  of  the  difficulties  arising  under  the 
Arbitration  Act,  Moulton  2835-2843. 

Transfer  before  Arbitration  and  before  Payment.    Explanation  that  the  transfer  as  pro- 
posed will  take  place  before  the  arbitration  ;  examination  as  to  the  equity  of  this 

proposal,  Harrison  449,  450.  458.  481-498.  503-509.  563-569  Inquiry   as  to 

whether  the  date  of  payment  is  fixed  under  the  Bill ;  provision  as  to  payment  after 
the  final  settlement  of  accounts,  ib.  542-554. 

Examination  respecting  the  position  of  the  shareholders  between  the  date  when  the 
County  Council  takes  over  the  property  and  the  day  of  settlement ;  explanation  that 
the  half-yearly  dividends  will  be  paid,  and  that  any  increasing  dividends  will  be 

allowed  for  in  capital  value,  Harrison  542-562  Further  grounds   upon  which 

witness  justifies  the  transfer  taking  place  before  arbitration,  ib.  830-840. 

Inability  of  witness  to  produce  any  precedent  for  the  provision  in  the  Lambeth  Bill 
that  the  undertaking  of  the  company  shall  be  transferred  on  a  specified  day  to  the 
Council  before  the  price  has  been  paid  or  ascertained,  Cripps  2150-2152. 

Explanation  that  the  London  County  Council  propose  in  their  Bills  that  the 
transfer  of  the  undertakings  shall  take  place  before  the  purchase,  because  it  may  be 
eight  or  ten  years  before  the  actual  sum  to  be  paid  can  be  ascertained ;  precedents  for 
this  course,  CWpps  2329-2344.  2471-2475. 


V. 

Vestry  Bill.  Several  grounds  upon  which  the  Parliamentary  Committee  of  the  Coiinty 
Council  objected  to  the  Vestry  Bill  as  regards  the  metropolis  water  supply,  App. 
308-315. 

W. 

Waltham  Holy  Cross.  Information  as  to  the  large  supply  of  exceedingly  pure  water 
obtained  by  the  East  London  Company  from  a  deep  well  at  Waltham  Holy  Cross, 

Priest  3850-3854.  3857,  3858  Reference  to  an  agreement  with  the  East  London 

Company  for  a  free  supply  to  the  poorer  inhabitants  of  the  district,  ib.  3855,  3856. 

Objection  to  the  supply  of  other  water  by  the  London  County  Council  in  lieu  of 

the  local  well  supply.  Priest  3859-3866  Explanation  that  fifteen  hours'  pumping 

by  the  East  London  Company  lowers  the  water  in  the  well  seventy  feet,  ib.  3867- 
3870. 

Water  Committee  (^London  County  Council).    See  London  County  Council, 

Water  Trust.  Consideration  of  certain  possible  methods  of  forming  a  specially  consti- 
tuted water  authority  for  London,  as  is  the  case  at  Accrington,  Belfast,  &c. ;  opinion 
that  such  body  would  not  answer  owing  to  conflicting  interests,  Harrison  1110-1125. 

Advantage  of  a  Water  Trust  in  preference  to  control  in  the  London  County 
Council,  though  witness  prefers  placing  the  companies  under  regulation  and  control, 

Sir  J  Lubbock  2984-2991  Desirability  of  the  establishment  of  a  Water  Trust  on 

which  the  London  County  Council  should  be  represented,  Beachcroft  3544-3552. 

Wells.  Disagreement  with  the  Report  of  the  London  Water  Commission  in  1893  as  to 
the  possibility  of  largely  extending  the  supply  from  wells  in  the  Lea  Valley  ;  state- 
ment that  in  September  1894  the  East  London  Company  had  to  economise  their  water 
to  the  extent  of  10,000,000  gallons  a  day  owing  to  insufficiency  of  supply.  Sir  J.  Evans 
Sm,  3778. 

See  sl&o  Hertfordshire.        Kent.        Middlesex.        Waltham  Holy  Cross. 

West  Hum.  Necessity  of  the  West  Ham  and  other  local  authorities  in  Essex  combining 
in  reference  to  control  of  the  supply,  and  of  their  acting  through  the  County  Council  in 
the  matter,  who  should  in  the  first  instance  purchase  from  the  water  company, 
Whittingham  3356-3360.  3365  et  seq. 

West  Middlesex  Water  Company,  Explanations  respecting  the  powers  "granted  to  the 
West  Middlesex  Company  in  1852  to  supply  new  districts,  in  competition  with  the 
Lambeth  and  the  Southwark  and  Vauxhall  Companies  ;  that  is,  conditionally  upon 
neither  of  these  companies  not  being  already  in  possession,  Harrison  189.  193-198.428. 
673-677. 

Power  given  in  1894  to  the  West  Middlesex  Company  to  raise  500,000  it  being 
made  compulsory  on  the  company  to  utilise  for  additional  works  a  sum  of  60,000  /. 
which  they  had  been  accumulating  ;  revision  of  the  sinking  fund  clause,  Cripps  1483- 
1488. 

Statement 
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West  Middlesex  fVuter  Company — continued. 

Statement  that  if  the  West  Middlesex  Company  were  using  as  they  ought  their 
powers  to  supply  three  important  parishes  in  the  Lambeth  district,  the  consumers  in 
those  parishes  would  have  the  benefit  of  using  better  water  at  a  lower  price  than  that 
which  they  are  now  receiving,  Cripps  1881,  1882. 

Statement  as  to  the  West  Middlesex  Company  having  already  paid  back  dividends 
and  having  made  some  reduction  in  the  water  rate.  Sir  J.  Lubbock  3092,  3098.  3105- 
3107.3111. 

See  also  Back    Dividends.        Competition.        Grand  Junction    Water  Company. 
Middlesex.        Thames,  Sfc. 

Whittingham,  Walter  Baston.  (Analysis  of  his  Evidence.) — Representation  on  the  part 
of  the  Essex  County  Council  (witness  being  chairman  of  the  Water  Committee),  and 
of  the  local  suburban  district  councils,  that  the  water  supply  of  Essex  outside  London 
should  be  under  an  Essex  authority,  there  being  several  objections  to  the  London 
County  Council  as  the  authority,  3329  et  stq. — —Very  large  area  in  Essex  supplied  by 
the  East  London  Company  as  compared  with  the  area  of  supply  in  the  County  of 
London  ;  rapid  increase  of  population  and  of  water  supplies  in  the  former  area,  3335- 
3347.  3357-3359.  3365. 

Apprehension  lest,  if  the  whole  supply  were  under  the  London  County  Council,  in 
times  of  drought  the  demands  of  the  inside  area  would  be  first  considered,  to  the 

prejudice  of  the  outside  districts,  3348  Expediency  (if  there  be  any  transfer)  of  the 

transfer  being  direct  to  the  Essex  authority  instead  of  a  purchase  and  re-sale  by  the 

London  County  Council,  3349.  3365.  3371.  3387-3411  Disapproval  by  Essex  of 

the  Surrey  agreement,  3350-3352. 

Strong  feeling  in  suburban  Essex  in  favour  of  the  municipalisation  of  the  water 
supply  in  Essex  and  of  direct  purchase  of  the  works  and  mains  outside  the  London 
area ;  expediency  of  the  County  Council  being  empowered  to  cf>nstitute  a  water 

authority  for  Essex,  3353  et  seq.  Necessity  of  the  West  Ham  and  other  local 

authorities  combining  in  reference  to  control  of  the  supply  and  of  their  acting  through 
the  County  Council  in  the  matter,  who  should  in  the  first  instance  purchase  from  the 
water  company,  3356-3360.  3365  et  seq. 

Cheapness  of  the  supply  of  the  East  London  Company,  as  compared  with  that  of 
the  other  London  companies  ;  hardshij)  upon  Essex  in  this  respect  if  all  the  companies 
were  bought  up  by  the  London  County  Council  at  the  cost  of  the  ratepayers  generally, 
3362-3364. 

Winding  up  of  ('ompanies.  Explanation  that  there  is  no  provision  in  the  Bills  for  wind- 
ing up  the  companies,  because  it  was  thought  better  on  the  whole  to  leave  each 
company  to  deal  with  their  purchase  money  as  they  think  fit ;  probability  that  the 
New  River  Company  would  not  wind  up,  Cripps  2376-2395.  2458-2460. 
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